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ABSTRACT 
ESTABLISHING EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
AT THE SINGLE SCHOOL LEVEL 
MAY, 1990 
ANN G. KLEIN B.S., UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN, MADISON 
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES 
ED O, UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST 
Directed by Professor Robert L. Sinclair 
America is again in a period of intense education reform designed to 
improve teaching and learning. Since 1983, when America was declared "at 
risk" highly publicized and wideiy disseminated reports criticized the state of 
the nation’s schools and suggested global remedies for perceived 
weaknesses. Such generalized calls for education reforms initiated by those 
outside the individual school historically failed to significantly alter the learning 
environment and effect improvement. A growing body of research suggests 
legislated reform efforts do not succeed because they do not recognize the 
unique character of each school. Further, research findings relative to the 
change process itself is consistently ignored by outside-the-school 
policymakers. 
n. crucial step toward education renewal at the local school level is the 
identification or improvement priorities. Three research objectives gu.ded the 
5tLiciy: "*) "*° describe priorities identified by teachers and principals to briny 
about improvement; 2) To describe how teachers and principals determine 
priorities for improvement; 3) To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction 
towards the process for determining priorities for school improvement. Data 
was obtained from principals and teachers in the eleven core senoois of the 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst school/university partnership, the 
Coalition for School Improvement. 
Analysis of findings for the first objective indicate that less than half 
(44%) of principal-identified priorities and only 10% of teacher-identified 
priorities were stated in terms of student learning. Analysis of findings for the 
second objective indicate general congruence between principal and teacher 
perceptions of procedures employed to establish priorities but that principals 
felt teachers had greater involvement in determining priorities than did the 
teachers. Findings for the third objective indicate teachers were satisfied with 
their degree of involvement in establishing improvement priorities although 
they expressed a higher degree of satisfaction with their role in initiating 
priorities than they did regarding their ro'e in determining priorities. 
The tendency of educators to describe goals in terms of the program 
rather than in terms of the learner suggests that concerns for the means has 
relegated concern tor the learner to a lesser place in the hierarchy of school 
• enewal priorities. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of education in a democratic society is to create 
conditions in the school that will provide optimum learning opportunities for 
each student. As a result of increasing national dissatisfaction with progress 
towards attaining this goal, America is again in a period of intense education 
reform designed to improve learning outcomes. Since 1983, when America 
was declared "at risk", more than 30 national reports criticized the state of the 
nation’s schools and suggested global remedies for perceived weaknesses 
(National Commission, 1983; Cross, 1987). Yet, such generalized calls for 
education reforms initiated by those outside the individual school historically 
fail to significantly alter the learning environment and effect improvement. 
When mandated national and state reforms focus upon learning 
outcomes with resultant mandated curriculum changes, cries for accountability, 
and improving the quality of teachers, the results are negligible. Critics of 
such "top-down" reform contend that despite one hundred fifty years of 
national reform efforts, the ways teachers are prepared and the ways children 
are taught remain depressingly static (Cuban, 1988; Tyler, 1987; Wise, 1979, 
1988; Goodlad, 1984; Atkin, 1985). While reforms might appear to improve 
learning, in fact "like an odd-shaped piece of a jig-saw puzzle that loses its 
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edge after being mispositioned, a desired change can be so blunted by the 
ongoingness of the school that its influence is seldom felt by learners" 
(Sinclair, 1975). 
How then to effect significant school improvement? A growing body of 
research suggests national reform efforts fail to change schools because they 
fail to recognize that each school is a unique entity (Cuban, 1988, Tyler, 1986; 
Katz, 1987; Sinclair, 1975; Goodlad, 1984). Therefore, no one set of 
recommendations are applicable to each individual school in the nation. 
Generalized education improvement mandates fail because the reformers are 
divorced from the realities of the schoolhouse. Some educators believe that it 
is only through a localized approach to school improvement that education 
reform will occur. Teaching and learning will improve in that particular and 
unique setting. These educators, often working in school/university 
partnerships such as the University of Massachusetts Coalition for School 
Improvement, suggest the way to bring about reform is to assist the individual 
school to determine and implement improvement priorities that are appropriate 
to that environment. The local school is perceived as the central unit for 
education improvement and renewal. 
A vital part of education improvement efforts at the local school level is 
the determination of priorities for change. The establishment of improvement 
priorities is the first step to effect reform on a school-by-school basis. 
Research conducted by Mkangaza (1987) on improvement priority 
2 
determination at the local school level takes the concept of the individual 
school as key to improvement an additional step. Given the opportunity to 
reform on a school-by-school basis what will the school establish as its 
priorities for improvement? Mkangaza suggests that priorities will be 
expressed in terms other than student learning and that these priorities will 
not be determined in a systematic manner (p. viii). He writes: 
The importance of priorities for school improvement 
strategies can, therefore, not be overstated. The 
presence of an overall sense of purpose or mission 
for the school among the staff has been found to be 
one of the major characteristics of effective schools, 
and the absence of plans for coping with what 
obviously are problems of great magnitude is a 
common finding in less effective schools. (Mkangaza, 
1987, p. 5) 
This study investigates practices and perceptions of the improvement 
priority determination process in the local school. Specifically, the priority 
establishment process in the eleven core schools of the Coalition for School 
Improvement is examined. Further, it extends the research of Mkangaza 
(1987) who investigated public school principals’ perceptions of priorities for 
school improvement and the procedures used to decide priorities in these 
same eleven schools during the 1984-1985 academic year. The study 
provides new information relative to both the nature of the improvement 
priorities and the processes employed to identify the priorities in these same 
schools five years later. In addition, the degree of teacher satisfaction with 
the priority identification process is investigated. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is threefold: (a) to discover what teachers 
and principals believe to be improvement priorities at the single school level; 
(b) to investigate how teachers and principals determine priorities for 
educational improvement; (c) to assess the degree of teacher satisfaction with 
that process. Specifically, three research objectives guide the study. 
1. To describe priorities identified by teachers and principals to bring 
about improvement. 
2. To describe how teachers and principals determine priorities for 
school improvement. 
3. To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities for improvement. 
Definition of Terms 
This section defines three major terms that give direction to this study. 
School Improvement: School improvement is a process of changing a school 
environment in order to increase student achievement. 
School Improvement Priority: A school improvement priority is one that has 
been identified by principals and teachers as a specific area in need of 
change in order to increase student learning at the local school level. 
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Coalition for School Improvement: The Coalition for School Improvement is a 
partnership joining several elementary and secondary schools in Western 
Massachusetts with each other and with the Curriculum Studies Program at 
the University of Massachusetts. The objectives of the Coalition include: (1) 
fostering educational environments that help all students learn; (2) providing 
opportunities for Coalition members to exchange information about effective 
policies and practices; (3) encouraging community involvement in solving 
educational problems; (4) encouraging professional development and 
preparation for educational leadership; (5) supporting collaborative research 
into persistent problems in both the school and university setting (Coalition for 
School Improvement, 1989). 
Significance of the Study 
This study has both practical and theoretical significance. Research on 
educational reform/improvement indicates that change generated on a school- 
by-school basis will be more successful than that mandated by district, state 
or national enactments. The theoretical significance of this proposed study 
lies in its attempts to describe and clarify characteristics of local school 
improvement practices that may help others to better understand the 
dynamics of issues surrounding the process of change at the local school 
level. In addition, the study’s investigation of the role of teachers in the 
priority determination process may suggest the importance of training 
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preservice students in processes of decision-making. In this way. the study 
will have implications for those engaged in planning curriculum in teacher 
training institutions. 
The study’s examination and analysis of procedures employed by 
eleven schools to identify education improvement priorities and staff members 
levels of satisfaction with this priority determination process may suggest 
practical ways other districts and schools may develop plans for 
improvements that are appropriate to each school and its unique environment. 
It is hoped that the study will provide insight into the improvement process at 
the local school level and be of value to those seeking to effect positive 
changes in both learning and teaching. 
Delimitations 
The findings about priority setting at the school level as defined and 
investigated in the present study are considered exploratory in nature. 
Analysis of the data may suggest avenues for further research. Three 
assumptions guide the study: 
1. In seeking to reform American education, the primary unit of 
change must be the individual school and its learners, staff and 
parents. 
2. Each school is unique and operates within its special and fragile 
ecosystem, its context. 
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3. Improvement in teaching and learning will occur only if the 
school’s ecosystem is respected when reforms are designed and 
implemented. 
The following delimitation should be taken into account when considering the 
results. Generalizability of the findings in the present study is necessarily 
qualified by the following factor. The study is delimited to the eleven core 
schools of the school/university partnership, The Coalition for School 
Improvement. The population of the study, in statistical terms, is finite and 
concrete. No effort will be made to generalize conclusions beyond the core 
schools, although individual readers may consider findings in light of other 
school settings. 
Review of the Literature 
The review of the literature is presented in four sections. The first 
section documents the school reform debate of the 1980 s and establishes a 
conceptual and historical base for the study; it places the current reform 
movement in context by identifying crucial school improvement issues and 
provides information about proposed solutions to the perceived needs of the 
schools. The second section focuses upon the process of change in order to 
provide a theoretical base for discussions describing improvement priorities at 
the local school level and the school’s. The third section reviews literature 
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discussing the single school as central to education renewal in order to 
further clarify and determine the conceptual framework for aspects of the 
study dealing with school improvement at the level of the local school. 
Approach of the Study 
The study was guided by three research objectives. They are: 
1. To describe priorities identified by teachers and principals to bring 
about improvement. There are five research questions derived from 
this first objective. These subquestions are: 
1.1 To what extent are priorities for school improvement 
expressed in terms of student learning? 
1.2 To what extent are priorities for school improvement 
expressed in terms of curriculum? 
1.3 To what extent are priorities for school improvement 
expressed in terms of staff development? 
1.4 To what extent are priorities for school improvement 
expressed in terms of purchase of equipment? 
1.5 To what extent are priorities for school improvement 
expressed in terms of parents and the larger community? 
2. To describe how principals and teachers determine priorities for 
school improvement. Six research questions derive from the second 
objective. The subquestions are: 
8 
2.1 What are the processes used to determine priorities for 
school improvement? 
2.2 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the 
process used to determine improvement priorities? 
2.3 Who are major initiators and determinators of improvement 
priorities? 
2.4 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the 
major determinators of the improvement priority process? 
2.5 What is the extent of teacher involvement in the 
determination process? 
2.6 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the 
extent of teacher involvement in the process used to determine 
priorities for school improvement? 
3. To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities for school improvement. Two 
research questions derive from this objective. The subquestions are: 
3.1 What is the degree of teacher satisfaction with the process 
for determining priorities? 
3.2 To what extent do teachers wish to be involved in the 
process for determining priorities? 
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To accomplish these research objectives and answer the subquestions 
a sample was selected and appropriate instruments were developed for 
collecting, recording and analyzing the data. 
Eleven public school principals and 92 teachers from the core schools 
of the school/university partnership, the Coalition for School Improvement 
formed the sample for the study. The principals and teachers provided data 
describing the school’s improvement priorities and the procedures used to 
collect and process information leading to the selection of the priority. 
Teachers also provided data describing their levels of satisfaction with the 
processes employed to initiate and determine school improvement priorities. 
Three researcher-developed instruments were employed to collect data. 
The first was a questionnaire for collecting demographic information about 
each school. The second was an information sheet designed to record the 
principal’s priorities and procedures for identifying the priorities. Data from 
the principals were obtained through interviews. The third instrument was a 
questionnaire for teachers which solicited information describing priorities, the 
process employed for identifying priorities, their levels of satisfaction with the 
process and the degree to which they wished to be involved in the process. 
To accomplish the objectives of the study, principals in ten schools 
were visited to gather information related to the improvement priority 
determination process. One principal interview was conducted by phone due 
to her illness. Principals were verbally asked to describe their school 
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improvement priorities and procedures used to collect and process data 
concerning the priorities. During each visit a list of the names of teachers 
was obtained so that a random sample could be determined for the teacher- 
questionnaires. The questionnaires with a return-addressed stamped 
envelope were then mailed to teachers in each school. Teachers were given 
one week to complete the questionnaire and mail it to the researcher. 
Data gathered during interviews and from the questionnaire were 
analyzed in order to determine: 1) whether the priorities were described in 
terms of curriculum, student learning, staff development, purchase of 
equipment, or parents and the community; 2) what processes were employed 
to initiate and determine improvement priorities and the extent of teacher 
involvement in both the initiation and determination processes; 3) the extent 
teachers wished to be involved in the initiation and determination processes; 
4) the level of teacher satisfaction with the procedures employed to initiate 
and determine improvement priorities. 
The following chapters provide a more detailed description of 
processes of the study, the data that were gathered, and resulting 
recommendations for identifying school improvement priorities and establishing 
procedures for gathering and collecting data leading to identification of the 
priorities. Chapter 2 presents the literature related to three areas directly 
related to school renewal: the history of American education reform; the 
change process, and the single school as the central element to education 
11 
renewal. Chapter 3 describes the procedures used to select the sample for 
the study and collect the data for each of the three research objectives. 
Chapter 4 contains the analysis of the collected data for each research 
objective. Last, Chapter 5 summarizes the study and presents major findings, 
conclusions, implications and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to review books and articles relevant to 
three areas of this study. First, literature documenting the school reform 
debate of the 1980’s is reviewed establishing both a historical and conceptual 
base for the study. This section of the review places the current reform 
movement in context, identifies crucial school improvement issues and 
provides information about proposed solutions to perceived needs in the 
schools. Second, literature focusing on the process of change is examined in 
order to provide a sound theoretical base for further discussions of local 
school procedures for determining priorities for improvement. Third, literature 
discussing the single school as central to school renewal is reviewed in order 
to further determine and clarify the conceptual framework for aspects of this 
study dealing with school improvement at the local school level. 
School Reform Debate 
The Historical Context 
The review of the history of education reform literature is presented in 
five sections: (1) The Rise of the Common School, 1800-1865; (2) The 
Challenge of the City, 1865-1900; (3) The Progressive Response, 1900-1950; 
(4) The Struggle for Equity, 1954-1980; (5) America at Risk, 1980 to Present. 
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A summary of philosophies and events of each period is instructive and 
provides a conceptual basis for this study of aspects of school improvement. 
In addition a brief synopsis of teacher education is included within each 
historical period as it becomes evident when reviewing the American 
education reform movement literature that no matter the historical period, 
problems besetting public education are traditionally blamed on the poor 
quality of teachers and/or teacher preparation programs. 
Works of Cremin (1961, 1976), Perkinson (1968), Goodlad (1984), 
Tyack (1967), Ravitch (1983), Katz (1987), Timar & Kirp (1988b), Giroux 
(1981), Aronowitz & Giroux (1985), Joyce, Hersh & McGibbin (1983), Joyce 
(1986), Haberman (1986), Darling-Hammond & Berry (1988), and Brown 
(1989), provide the basis for the major body of this review. Additional authors 
are cited when appropriate. 
1. The Rise of the Common School: 1800-1865 
The challenge to educate all citizens to participate in a democratic 
society has been sounded since the inception of the republic. Thomas 
Jefferson in 1786 wrote to a friend, "Preach my dear Sir, a crusade against 
ignorance; establish and improve the law for educating the common people. 
Let our countrymen know that the people alone can protect us against...evils, 
and that the tax which will be paid for this purpose is not more than the 
thousandth part of what will be paid to kings, priests and nobles who will rise 
up among us if we leave the people in ignorance" (Thomas Jefferson as 
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quoted in Ravitch, p. xi). The crusade for the establishment of public schools, 
or common’ schools marks a significant American education reform 
movement. Common school reformers reflected the Jacksonian ideals of the 
time period, the era of the common man. The common school would be the 
great leveler and homogenizer; a school not for the common people but a 
school common to them. While public schools were perceived as preservers 
of American ideals they were apparently in need of serious restructuring. In 
Massachusetts, for example, a patchwork of common schools under the 
autonomy of local school committees usually met less than three months per 
year with many students attending less than half that amount. Texts were 
passed down from generation to generation; buildings were generally 
described as poorly constructed, chronically underheated and perpetually in 
disrepair. A contemporary observer noted that the common schools of the 
period "...furnished ground, not for boasting, but for humiliation" (Bereday & 
Lauwerys, 1963, p. 73). The common schools educated less than twenty per 
cent of school children; the remaining either attended private academies or 
did not attend school at all (Bereday & Lauwerys, p. 73). Reformers during 
this period feared the very disappearance of public schools in the United 
States. "Beginning in the 1820’s," writes Tyack (1967), "a number of 
Americans began to wonder if American schools were good enough or 
systematic enough to carry the burden placed on them" (p. 120). 
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Early nineteenth century education reformers identified the inadequacy 
of the common school teacher as the most pressing obstruction to quality 
education. Therefore, concurrent with the commitment to educate children in 
public schools was the movement to professionalize teaching In 1838 the 
nation’s first publicly funded normal school was established in Lexington, 
Massachusetts. Brown’s study of the history of the Massachusetts normal 
school movement (1989) reveals two primary concerns motivated legislators to 
establish teacher training institutions. The first was that it was hoped that 
scientifically trained teachers would triumph over the apparently abysmal 
conditions of the common school. The second was the determination of the 
conservative elements in the state to protect the "integrity" of public education 
from the masses of newly arrived immigrants whom the public schools were 
supposed to serve. 
The normal school movement preserved the concept of the free public 
school as a force for tax-supported, secular education and preserved public 
education. In addition, Haberman (1986) believes the normal schools 
provided access to higher education to many individuals unable to afford the 
cost of private colleges and universities. On the negative side, Haberman 
notes that normal schools traditionally were committed to a technical 
approach to teacher education and persisted in ignoring such university 
traditions as using research and theory as the rationale for course content. 
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By 1860 a majority of states had tax supported public school systems. 
The Common School had arrived. An intensified industrial revolution provided 
new challenges to the concept of educating American children. 
2. The Challenge of the Citv: 1866-1son 
In the period 1865 to 1900, Americans’ perceptions of the function of 
schooling changed. Formerly the purpose of schooling was believed to be 
that of the leveler/or the eliminator of privilege. The new perception was that 
public schools served the role of civilizer. It became the challenge of 
schooling to educate children from families that were often uprooted and 
isolated. 
The rapid growth of the American city gave rise to the concept of 
compulsory attendance. Perkinson (1968) reports that prior to 1861 only one 
state in the union, Massachusetts, had a compulsory attendance law. Less 
than sixty years later, in 1918, Mississippi became the last state iri the union 
to legislate compulsory education for its children (Cremin, 1961). The 
challenge of how to educate vast numbers of students had to be addressed 
and addressed it was through attempts to both standardize and bureaucratize 
American education. 
School curriculum, texts, and teacher training programs were 
standardized. As standardization needed to be implemented, this education 
reform period is also characterized by the creation of an education 
bureaucracy to supervise and evaluate the schools. The structure of schools 
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emerging in response to social, economic and political conditions of this 
period, the industrial school, is the model most prevalent today. Children 
were taught in a mechanistic manner with recitation of memorized facts the 
primary teaching method of instruction. Calls for school reform in the 1870’s 
and 1880’s were "local, intermittent, and frequently innocuous," (Cremin, 1961, 
P- 22). 
In 1892, Joseph Rice, a pediatrician, visited 1,200 classrooms in thirty 
six cities and reported his findings in a series of articles in the Educational 
Forum. Cremin believes Rice’s observations initiated the Progressive 
Movement in education (Cremin, 1961). Wrote Rice: 
The spirit of the school is, ’Do what you like with the 
child, immobilize him, automatize him, but save, save 
the minutes.’ In many ways the minutes are saved. 
By giving the child ready-made thoughts, the minutes 
required in thinking are saved. By giving the child 
ready-made definitions, the minutes required in 
formulating them are saved. Everything is prohibited 
that is of no measurable advantage to the child, such 
as movement of the head or a limb, when there is not 
logical reason why it should be moved at the time. I 
asked the principal whether the children were not 
allowed to move their heads. She answered, ’Why 
should they look behind when the teacher is in front 
of them?’ (Rice as cited in Tyack, p. 129) 
A concurrent conservative reform effort directed towards restructuring 
the normal school reflects this lock-step approach to education. In 
Massachusetts, by the end of the Civil War, the normal schools had become 
four-year liberal arts institutions. In 1894 the state legislature ordered their 
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restructuring. Many faculty members were fired and what had become 
people’s colleges reverted to two-year vocational training institutions (Brown, 
1989). 
3. The Progressive Response: 1900-1950 
The early 20th century witnessed a reaction to excesses of 
industrialization and urbanization. The Progressive reformer was usually white, 
middle class, protestant and a fervent believer in the possibility of change. 
Muckrakers alerted the public to political, economic and social abuses heaped 
upon the spiralling numbers of the new American underclass. Public 
education became an arena in which conservatives and progressives debated 
anew the function of public schooling in a democracy. 
The progressive educational agenda was to rebel against the formalism 
of the period. Progressivism, as described by the literature, was active rather 
than passive learning; cooperative planning between teacher and student 
rather than authoritarian dictation of schedule; a recognition that each child 
was unique, and a commitment of educators to relate school to life (Ravitch, 
1983; Cremin, 1961). 
John Dewey, the reformer most closely identified with the Progressive 
movement reflected upon the "common implication" (Cremin, 1961, p. 117) 
running through education reform literature of the Progressive era, e.g. that 
the school must assume the educative responsibilities formerly undertaken by 
families, neighborhoods and businesses. Dewey wrote, "When the school 
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introduces and trains each child of society into memberships within...a little 
community, saturating him with the spirit of service, and providing him with 
the instruments of effective self-direction, we shall have the deepest and best 
guarantee of a larger society which is worthy, lovely and harmonious" (John 
Dewey as cited in Cremin, p. 118). 
After World War I the Progressive movement became fragmented and 
never recovered its initial fervent impetus and public support. Two distinct 
groups of reformers were in evidence. The first were the traditional 
progressives who believed educators must retain their ties with supportive 
groups outside the educational establishment such as organized labor. The 
second group believed progressive education had to be left to the educators 
and these educators had to subscribe to a dogmatic child-centered 
philosophy. The excesses of the pedagogical progressives, became so 
prevalent and public that John Dewey in 1938 was forced to disassociate 
himself from them claiming they had corrupted progressive principles by 
disregard of such elements as subject matter, texts and their advocating 
overly permissive learning environments. 
When World War II ended, critics became increasingly vocal in their 
attacks upon progressive education and in 1955 the Progressive education 
movement became officially moribund when the Progressive Education 
Association closed its doors. "The surprising things about the progressive 
response to the assault of the fifties," writes Cremin, "is not that the movement 
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collapsed but that it collapsed so readily" (p. 347). He nonetheless believes 
progressivism had indeed transformed American schools and "the 
transformation they had wrought in the schools was in many ways as 
irreversible as the larger industrial transformation of which it had been a part" 
(Cremin, p. 353). Cremin points to the expansion of educational 
opportunities, the use of teacher-made materials in the classroom, the growth 
of extracurricular activities and the recognition that pre-pubescent learners 
need their own schools e.g. the junior high school (or today, the middle 
school) as evidence of the influence of the progressives in American 
education. However, the literature also suggests that while progressivism has 
won general acceptance philosophically and theoretically among today’s 
educators, classroom practice remains rooted in the industrial school model of 
the 19th century. 
What of teacher education during the Progressive Era? Many normal 
schools converted to four year degree granting institution between 1911- 
1930. This occurred in part due to the advent of the high school and the 
demand that secondary school teachers have a broad background in their 
subject areas. Progressive educational philosophy became the core of some 
teacher preparation programs led by Columbia University’s Teachers College. 
It was noted that progressive reforms did not always reach the classroom 
intact. Many teachers refused to change their methodologies and still taught 
in the "formal" mode and some teachers who did attempt to practice this new 
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child-centered curriculum failed miserably. Historians of Progressive education 
believe the demands made upon both the teacher’s time and intellectual 
ability were staggering and thus led to disregard of progressive 
methodologies. 
4. The Struggle for Equity: (1954-19801 
This period begins with a landmark case which serves as a watershed 
in the history of American education reform. In 1954 the Supreme Court 
ordered desegregation of public schools in its ruling on the case Brown v. 
Board of Education. A discussion of the case is relevant as the decision was 
based upon the justices’ perceptions of the role of American education. 
In 1949 the Kansas Legislature enacted a law permitting cities with 
populations of more than 15,000 to maintain separate schools for white and 
Black students (Fischer & Schimmel, 1982, p. 239). The Topeka Board of 
Education, acting under this ruling, decided to maintain its segregated 
schools. Oliver Brown challenged the constitutionality of this law claiming it in 
fact violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
Proponents of the maintenance of segregation argued that the Fourteenth 
Amendment was not intended to apply to public schools and that Plessy_v. 
Ferguson (1896) maintained that segregated schooling was permissible if they 
were "separate but equal." 
In the decision the Court indicated its sense of how vital public 
education was to American children. 
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Today, education is perhaps the most important 
function of state and local governments....Today it is a 
principal instrument in awakening the child to cultural 
values, in preparing him for later professional training, 
and in helping him to adjust normally to his 
environment. In these days, it is doubtful that any 
child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if 
he is denied the opportunity of an education. Such 
an opportunity, where the state has undertaken to 
provide it, is a right which must be made available to 
all on equal terms. (Brown v. Board of Education. 
1954, as cited in Fischer & Schimmel, p. 241). 
The Supreme Court then ruled unanimously: 
Segregation of white and colored children public 
schools has a detrimental effect upon the colored 
children....Segregation with the sanction of law, 
therefore, has a tendency to (retard) the educational 
and mental development of Negro children and to 
deprive them of some of the benefits they would 
receive in a racial(ly) integrated school system. 
. (Brown v. Board of Education. 1954, as cited in 
Fischer & Schimmel, p. 241). 
The ruling initiated two decades of unprecedented federal intervention 
into local school affairs to provide equity for those traditionally on the fringes 
of the mainstream. 
Three years later Sputnik soared into the atmosphere and the function 
of American education was again debated with renewed cries for excellence. 
The schools were indicted for the failure of the United States to place a 
satellite in the heavens before the Russians. Education reformers demanded 
a return to basics, increased federal funding for mathematics and science, 
and a raising of academic standards. Convinced that funding would remedy 
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flaws in the educational system organizations such as the Ford Foundation, 
the Carnegie Foundation, and the National Science Foundation (with the 
blessings and assistance of the Federal government) encouraged and 
financed projects designed to improve schooling. 
The great optimism of this period is reflective of the Kennedy 
presidency; given motivation, talent and money, no problem was unsolvable. 
Ravitch writes, "For the first time, the problem of educational change was 
jointly attacked by federal agencies, university scholars, major philanthropic 
foundations, big city schools, and almost everyone else in the field" (p. 233). 
Aronowitz and Giroux (1985) correctly describe this period as the "halcyon 
days" of education reform (p. 2). "Practically anything that any organized 
constituency supported became ensconced as a legitimate responsibility of 
public education," observed Haberman (p. 13). This optimism quickly faded 
with the assassination of President Kennedy, increased American troop 
involvement in Vietnam, the bitter struggle for Black civil rights and the 
assassinations of Robert Kennedy and Martin Luther King. Within a decade 
of Kennedy’s inauguration and the demand for "excellence," reformers were 
actively championing a more humanistic and socially relevant curriculum. 
Amid this unrest and uncertainty the schools were deeply and directly 
affected. 
Reformers of this era such as Kozol, Bruner, Neil, Kohlberg and 
Postman may be viewed as resurgent progressives. They charged that 
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schools were authoritarian and uncaring of the individual child and in fact, 
schools "were destroying the souls of children" (Ravitch, p. 237). They 
condemned the schools for their formalism. The new Progressive agenda 
emphasized the child as inquirer rather than receptor and demanded the 
schools become sensitive to parents and the community at large. When 
reformers believed the schools hopelessly unresponsive they created 
alternative schools modeled on their progressive ideologies. 
In 1974, Congress mandated equality for another group of children also 
traditionally segregated educationally, if educated at all. Congress enacted 
the Education of All Handicapped Children’s Act (Public Law 94-142) 
mandating that every handicapped child in the United States receive a free 
appropriate education in the least restrictive environment feasible. The law 
was based on the premise that no child is uneducable and that if given 
programs that were suitable, the child would progress. The passage of 94- 
142 culminated decades of struggle by parents and other advocates of 
handicapped children to assure educational equity for learners who were 
mentally and/or physically disabled. It was not until after World War II that 
disabled veterans raised the American consciousness towards the concerns ot 
the handicapped and advocacy groups began demanding civil rights for 
special children. Using Brown v. Board of Education (1954) as precedent the 
advocates successfully argued that if children could no longer be separated 
on the basis of race, it would be just as immoral and illegal to segiegate 
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them on the basis of physical and mental disability. The Education of all 
Handicapped Children’s Act elaborated upon the school’s responsibilities to 
special needs children and authorized the payment of federal monies to states 
in compliance based on a per pupil expenditure (Kaufmann & Hallahan, 1981; 
O’Reilly & Green, 1983; LaMorte, 1982; Nolte, 1980). Eight million disabled 
children were now required to be educated at public expense in public 
schools. The law dramatically impacted upon the nation’s educational 
institutions. A new strata of administrators, counselors and teachers (all 
requiring certification beyond that of an elementary or secondary school 
teacher) entered the public education arena. 
Teacher education in this era was characterized by demands for less 
technical courses and more emphasis upon preparing teachers well versed in 
the liberal arts. Admiral Hyman Rickover, one of the period’s most vocal and 
vitriolic conservative education reformers stated in 1959 "the preparation of 
teachers in this country is notoriously inadequate as compared with programs 
for European teachers that provide liberal education for its teachers equal to 
that of our lawyers and other professionals" (Rickover as cited in Haberman, 
1986, p. 13). In response, an alternative means of teacher preparation was in 
evidence in some major universities - the fifth year program for liberal arts 
graduates (the MAT) proliferated in such institutions as Columbia Teachers 
College, Harvard Graduate School of Education, University of Wisconsin and 
Stanford University (Haberman). However, Wisniewski (as cited in Keith, 1987) 
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noted, “teacher education in the 1970’s is very much like teacher education in 
the 60 s which was but slightly modified from teacher education in the 50’s 
and the 40’s, ad nauseam" (p. 20). 
5- America at Risk. 1983-prftspnt 
There is near unanimous agreement in the literature that a series of 
national reports signaled the beginning of period of intense and fervent 
education reform in the 1980’s; the reform efforts were devoted to 
counteracting the "rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a 
Nation and as a people" (National Commission, 1983, p. 5). Three 
publications served as the catalyst for the plethora of reforms of the decade: 
The National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at Risk (1983); 
The Holmes Group, Tomorrow’s Teachers (1986), and the Carnegie Forum on 
Education and the Economy, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st 
Century (1986). These widely disseminated and discussed reports are 
representative of the reform pendulum’s swing to the right. The calls for 
excellence and a raising of academic standards, a conservative agenda, is as 
reflective of the Reagan presidency as were the demands for equity of the 
Johnson era. According to the conservative education reformers the culprit 
for the dismal state of the schools lay in the 1960’s struggle for equity. 
Chester Finn articulated the view of the conservative education reformers of 
the early 1980’s: "The sad fact is that for close to two decades now we have 
neglected educational quality in the name of equality. Trying to insure that 
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every child would have access to as much education as every other child, we 
have failed to attend to the content of that education..." (Finn as cited in 
Giroux et al., p. 4). 
Nation at Risk is credited with initiating the first wave of education 
improvement in the 1980’s. Nation at Risk recommended strengthening high 
school graduation requirements, raising both admissions and academic 
standards in institutions of higher education, a return to "basics," adjusting the 
school day and year to allow for more teaching time, a more rigorous 
preparation of teachers and increasing salaries of public schools teachers. 
Darling-Hammond & Berry (1988) indicate that while Nation at Risk is 
popularly believed to have begun the reform era of the 1980’s, in fact major 
reform efforts were underway in all 50 states prior to the report’s publication 
and "by 1979, 21 states had adopted or authorized measures of basic skills 
proficiency as requirements for student graduation, and all 50 states had 
undertaken some legislative or state board activity in the area of setting 
standards for school or students" (p. 2). 
The conservative argument presented in A Nation at Risk was that our 
nation’s schools were ill equipped to prepare students and teachers for the 
twenty-first century. In fact, the educational system was designed to transmit 
skills enabling students to participate in an economy that was based on mass 
production and jobs requiring unskilled or low-skilled labor. The current era, 
the report argued, is one of high technology and the nation’s students must 
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be able to deal with an increasingly complex economic, political and social 
environment. The function of schooling as articulated by conservative 
reformers in the 1980’s was to train a labor force that would enable the 
United States to remain competitive in the global market. 
The response to Nation at Risk was immediate. More than 700 pieces 
of state legislation designed to improve teaching were enacted. Forty six 
states developed statewide competency tests for teacher certification by 1986 
and additionally, teacher compensation increased on the average of over 35 
percent since 1980 (Darling-Hammond and Berry, p. 4). Timar and Kirp 
(1989) note that "since 1983 the states have generated more rules and 
regulations about all aspects of education than in the previous twenty years" 
(p. 506). 
The Holmes and Carnegie reports issued in 1986, ushered in the 
second wave of reform activity. This second wave attempted to address the 
core issue involved in school improvement: how to improve learning and 
teaching in the classroom. It is with this second wave that teacher 
preparation programs were directly challenged. Teachers and teacher 
preparation programs were once again perceived to be the reasons why 
schools were in need of radical improvements. A new generation of teacher 
education programs was proposed by Holmes and Carnegie. 
Francis Keppel (1986) compares both crucial reports. The Holmes 
Group and Carnegie Task Force agreed that teacher preparation and 
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teaching conditions in the schools needed significant improvement. Both 
reports expressed concern with the decrease in admissions standards for 
education majors and a relaxing of state teacher certification requirements. 
The reports proposed restructuring of the teaching profession. The Holmes 
group differentiated among instructors, professionals teachers, and career 
professionals; the Carnegie Task Force categorized four types of teacher: 
licensed, certified, advanced certificate holders, and lead teachers. The 
Carnegie Task Force also recommended a National Board of Professional 
Teaching Standards. Salaries would reflect points on the career ladders 
outlined by both reports. 
The most radical proposal of the Carnegie and Holmes groups was the 
call for the abolition of the undergraduate education major. All future teachers 
were expected to obtain a baccalaureate degree in the liberal arts, and then a 
fifth and perhaps sixth year of professional training. This second wave of 
education reform also emphasizes the need for teachers to be more involved 
in the decision-making processes common to administrators. 
Darling-Hammond & Berry’s The Evolution of Teacher Policy (1988) 
describes and analyzes trends in state legislation designed to reform teacher 
education, certification and compensation in the period 1978-1986 The study 
suggests that the current national education improvement agenda may be 
viewed as a dramatic "reformulation of the goals of educational reform (p. 3) 
and conclude: 
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The next generation of teacher policy reform will need 
to focus on the content and nature of effective 
teaching, its assessment, and its deployment within 
schools to ensure that the long-range goals of the 
reformers are met....The current challenge is to 
determine which matters should be rather refined 
through legislation and which should be left to local 
districts, schools, teachers, and professional bodies, 
and to find mechanisms for delegating them 
responsibly, (p. xiv) 
The Process of Change 
The study of the process of change in educational institutions evolved 
over the last twenty years. In the 1970’s studies of "change and diffusion" 
previously left to psychologists, sociologists and anthropologists were 
undertaken by educational researchers. Initially, investigations of change in 
the school tended to focus almost exclusively upon the teacher and his/her 
individual response to reform efforts. Later, the research on education 
change, or more precisely the lack of change, shifted from the individual to 
the culture of the school-its ethos. The literature viewing the school as an 
organization reflects findings of researchers of organizational behaviors in 
fields outside education and terms such as "outputs," "school-based 
management" and "accountability" proliferate. 
While an understanding of the change process is crucial to would-be 
school reformers, it is also imperative to understand that "change" and 
"improvement" are not synonymous. All change in education does not 
necessarily result in modifications in the school environment leading to 
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improved student outcomes. However, any attempt to change schools, no 
matter how moderate, is imperiled by disregarding crucial aspects of the 
processes employed to effect the desired change. 
The review of the change literature is presented in four parts: (1) 
Change Described; (2) The School Organization and Change; (3) Goal Setting 
and Change; (4) Implementing Change. 
1. Change Described 
How is change described? Barnett in his classic anthropological study 
of change, Innovation, the Basis of Change (1953) describes change 
(innovation) as "any thought, behavior, or thing that is new because it is 
qualitatively different from existing forms" (p. 7). Change is qualitative rather 
than quantitative for that which is quantitative merely adds or subtracts from 
existing conditions. An innovation, qualitative in nature, is synergistic and 
creative because a new entity composed of a rearrangement of previous 
elements emerges. Such adjectives as "multidimensional," "complex," and 
"dynamic" abound in the change literature emphasizing that change is a 
process rather than a single, isolated event. Further, the literature consistently 
notes that change is planned and not some random occurrence. Whether the 
change effects individuals or organizations (and this is an important 
differentiation), it is generally understood that it will create disequilibrium and 
discomfort when first introduced (Barnett, 1953; Berman & McLaughlin, 1976; 
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Askling, 1987; Fullan, 1985; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Gross, Giacquinta, & 
Bernstein, 1971; Marris, 1974). 
Some researchers identify and classify categories of change which 
appear to explain why some reforms are implemented while others are not. 
For example, Cuban (1986) differentiates between "first" and "second-order" 
changes. First order changes are those which do not disturb or alter basic 
organizational structures. These changes "try to make what already exists 
more efficient and more effective" (p. 342). Much of the first wave of 
education reform in the 1980’s reflect this type of modification, e.g., increased 
graduation requirements, increased testing of students and teachers, 
lengthening the school year. These changes are the most easily effected and 
often the most lasting. 
Second-order changes attempt to "alter fundamental ways in which 
organizations are put together" (Cuban, 1986, p. 343). Historic examples of 
such change would be the open classroom, the alternative school, the early 
college. Second-order changes create the most anxiety and appear to be the 
most difficult to implement. Stevens (1976) conceptualizes change by 
orientation, subdividing the process into three components: structure, product 
and process. A structural change has its central issues, educational 
effectiveness and efficiency. Basic skills testing, consolidation of smaller 
schools into regional schools, modifications in certification requirements are 
reforms of this type and would appropriately mesh with Cuban’s 'first-order" 
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category. A product-type change attempts to eliminate perceived inequities 
and broaden accessibility to groups traditionally isolated from the mainstream. 
Laws mandating racial integration and public education of all handicapped 
children would be product-reform. A change focused on process centers 
upon educational control/or empowerment. Calls for shared management of 
schools between administrators and teachers, increased parent involvement in 
the decision-making processes, and teacher centers are process oriented 
change and again will have difficulty being institutionalized. Such changes 
may last only as long as the funding and/or the enthusiasm remains high. 
2. The School Organization and Change 
A common theme of the research on change in education is the 
necessity to recognize the organizational nature of the school (Joyce, Hersh, 
& McKibbin, 1983; Fullan, 1985; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Timar & Kirp, 1987). 
It is through an understanding of organizational behavior that one begins to 
comprehend the pervasive and persistent resistance to school improvement. 
For example, studies of organizational behavior reveal the tendency of 
organizations to expend vast amounts of energy to maintain the status quo 
(Joyce et al., 1983; Reid, 1987; Waugh and Punch, 1987; Fullan, 1985; Gross 
et al., 1971). Joyce et al. identify generic characteristics of organizational 
levels which generate "homeostatic forces" (p. 67). Such forces aid and abet 
abhorrence of change and the preservation of what is, rather than what ought 
to be or what could be. The organizational levels suggested by the authors 
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are the idiopathic, the formal, and the external. It is at the idiographic level 
that individuals within the organization attempt to find personal/psychological 
comfort within the institutional setting. At the formal structure level the lines of 
authority are drawn and maintained. This is the organizational level most 
researched in the literature. The third level, the external system, refers to 
outside forces that heavily influence the school culture, e.g., the community, 
the school committee, the media. 
Schools are described in the literature as "loosely coupled" 
organizations. As such, there is a lack of connectedness among the parts of 
the whole; the functions of the superintendent, the personnel department, the 
principals, the teachers, the students do not often merge. Some researchers 
believe this to be a great hinderance to improving student learning as there 
needs to be cohesion, coordination and alignment among all major facets of 
the institution (Joyce, 1986; Joyce et al., 1983; Fullan, 1982). 
In the frequently cited study, "Change Processes and Strategies at the 
Local Level" (1985) Fullan further refines the description of the school as an 
organization by separating organizational factors from process factors. Fullan 
draws upon four studies in order to illustrate the evolving school-change 
process theories (these studies as well as Fullan’s observations concerning 
successful implementing of change are discussed in the following subsection 
of the review, Implementing Change). He then identifies process factors 
(improvement strategies) that coupled with those organizational characteristics 
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commonly found in the effective school literature lead to successful school 
innovation. The crucial process factors or strategies that, according to Fullan. 
underlie successful school reform efforts are: (1) the leadership has a feel for 
the improvement process; (2) planning and implementing change is 
conducted in a collaborative manner; (3) there is a high degree of 
communication and interaction; (4) there is a communal sense of values. 
Among the organizational characteristics noted are: (1) there is an on-going 
staff development program; (2) the principal assumes the role of instructional 
leader; (3) there is a school-wide commitment to instruction and curriculum. 
i he literature notes that the formal structure of schools is itself in the 
process of flux. The trends towards teacher ’empowerment,’ for example, 
reflects a changing concept of school organization. Giving teachers more 
control over managerial aspects of the school mirrors corporate modifications 
in management. However, results of a survey of 40,000 teachers conducted 
by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching "Teacher 
Involvement in Decisionmaking: A State-By-State Profile" (1988) indicate that 
the traditional hierarchy in schools is still firmly in place. Respondents (54.3% 
of those surveyed) revealed that their roles as decision-makers were severely 
limited. While 79% helped choose textbooks and 63% believed they were 
involved in some curriculum decisions, less than half participated in decisions 
regarding student discipline and academic standards and only 10% or less 
participated in the evaluation of teachers or the hiring of administrators or 
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teachers (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1988, pp. 2- 
13). 
Huffman, Hall & Sumner (1974) find that changing educational 
institutions presents particularly unique challenges due to one of the public 
school’s primary missions: the maintenance of values. Coupled with generic 
organization determination to resist change, it becomes clearer why reforming 
schools is so difficult. In addition, Huffman, et al. believe schools offer no 
incentives - or profit motive - to change as they in fact are monopolies (unless 
more states permit the voucher system in school selection) and also do not 
remunerate educators according to student learning outcomes. Educators are 
paid whether students learn or not. Further, they identify the "complexity and 
specificity" (p. 11) of school systems as a barrier to successful implementation 
of change; this enables the local school to ignore direct responsibility for 
implementation of system-wide directives. They argue that schools do not 
change precisely because they are schools. 
3. Improvement Priority Determination and Change 
The determination of school reform goals, or improvement priorities is a 
crucial step towards school renewal. How and by whom school improvement 
priorities are determined is a vital aspect of the improvement process. How is 
data concerning what the school’s priorities ought to be collected and 
processed? Who in fact determines improvement priorities within a school? 
Does the principal establish improvement priorities or do such priorities come 
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from the faculty and students? Despite research findings strongly suggesting 
that collaborative goal setting has the best chance to result in actual goal 
attainment, an examination of the literature leads to the conclusion that 
priorities for improvement are established in the same manner as most other 
policies within the school - hierarchically. Barth (1988) explains: 
Unfortunately, well-intentioned efforts to involve 
teachers in decision making have exacerbated 
tensions between union and management, between 
teacher and principal....Far from lead geese moving 
back from the head of the line to allow others a turn 
at leading, attempts to rearrange decision making 
within a school seems to be ruffling feathers, (p. 130). 
Bacharach & Conley (1986) note that while few schools establish a 
consensus on goals, even fewer have mechanisms for determining priorities 
among the existing goals. Mkangaza (1987) concurs, finding that principals 
tend to determine improvement priorities in an unsystematic manner. The 
literature indicates teachers tend to think about reform goals in terms of the 
classroom, school administrators focus on budgetary matters, and school 
boards tend to focus on broader, ideological questions. A consensus among 
the three would greatly facilitate school improvement. 
The goals of organizational reformers, no matter how desirable or even 
preferable to the status quo, may conflict with the internal practices within the 
same organization. Reid (1987) examines reform proposals in the fields of 
medical, nursing, dental and teacher education. He analyzes the process of 
change from the reference point of the language of the reform proposal itself 
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and identifies the "inevitable tension" (p. 10) between reform and the cultural 
and institutional contexts within which the change must occur. He suggests 
there are often pervasive incongruities between the reform proposal per se 
and the facts-of-life within the organization/profession. 
While the process of priority setting is not addressed in abundance 
within the school improvement literatures, educational goals per se are often 
criticized in three general areas (Reid, 1987; Millstein, 1980; Yuki, 1982): 
1. Reform goals are said to be stated in an ambiguous manner. 
Researchers observe that the apparent lack of clarity of educational 
goals is often due to the sometimes conflicting values of the goal- 
setters. Educational institutions might have to respond to conflicting 
sentiments from varied constituencies (community, parents, 
administrators, teachers, students) regarding the purpose of schooling. 
As a result, goals might appear to be unclear and ambiguous. 
2. School reform goals are thought to be either so idealistic or global 
that they are virtually unattainable and hence meaningless. As such, 
institutions will subliminally substitute goals that they can believe can be 
attained. 
3. Reform goals in schools are roundly criticized as impossible to 
measure quantitatively. Demands for increased standardized testing of 
both teachers and pupils reflect the discomfort of both policymakers 
and the public with improvement priorities that do not permit 
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quantitative evaluation. It is argued that schools and teachers cannot 
be held accountable without goals that are measurable. 
Tyler (1986) suggests one way for schools to establish priorities for 
improvement is for each local school to examine whether the conditions 
necessary for effective learning are present. These conditions include: 
motivation, clear learning objectives, appropriate learning tasks, sufficient 
confidence of the learner to attempt the learning tasks, a system of rewards 
and feedback, sequential practice, and transfer. Next, in the Tyler model, six 
crucial questions are raised: (1) What present school practices will need to 
be changed? (2) What changes in the curriculum are necessary? (3) What 
new teaching procedures will need to be used? (4) How will teachers 
involved gain the skills required to employ these teaching procedures 
successfully? (5) What new instructional materials are needed and how can 
they be obtained or constructed? (6) What changes must be made in the 
daily or weekly school schedule? In this model, school improvement priorities 
are identified and the effects of implementation are anticipated. 
The literature specifically alludes to importance of the goal-setting and 
goal-communicating roles of the principal (Tyler, 1986; Sinclair, 1975, Cawelti, 
1984; Mkangaza, 1987). It is the principal who becomes the visible and vocal 
advocate of the improvement priorities to teachers, students, parents and the 
community at large. The principal is viewed as the facilitator of school 
improvement. In the study "Synthesis of Research on the Principal as 
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Instructional Leader," De Bevoise (1984) goes a step beyond placing the 
responsibility for goal attainment upon the principal. He notes: 
Ultimately, the provision of instructional leadership can 
be viewed as a responsibility that is shared by a 
community of people both within and outside the 
school. Principals initiate, encourage, and facilitate the 
accomplishment of instructional improvement 
according to their own abilities, styles, and contextual 
circumstances. They still need a lot of help from 
others if improvement is to become the norm (p. 20). 
Once goals are determined, what is the nature of the priorities 
themselves? The literature emphasizes the importance of stating the goals in 
terms of learning outcomes. Mkangaza’s 1987 study details the improvement 
priority identification process in elementary and secondary schools. A content 
analysis of the priorities reveals that only 3.2% were phrased in terms of 
student learning (p. 108). The priorities tended to address global school 
needs and did not identify particular groups who were supposed to benefit 
from the priorities. When the improvement goals were addressed with 
concern for student learning, "they were not at the instructional level of 
specificity, instead the priorities were at the more general curriculum guideline 
level" (p. 197). In addition, Mkangaza finds no evidence indicating that 
schools systematically determine improvement priorities. Mkangaza suggests 
principals ought to receive training that "relates to competencies required in 
building agenda for school improvement" (p. 204). He concludes that 
principals need to acquire or refine already existing skills enabling them to 
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identify and articulate important school problems in need of remediation. 
Further, he recommends principals be trained in management techniques 
focused upon securing collaborative support among all members of the 
school community. 
Another feature of school improvement goals, like the goals in other 
organizations, is that they are basically unstable. Organizations also tend to 
drift from earlier goals in order to increase institutional zones of comfort. 
Timar & Kirp (1987) write, "instead of reforms changing the system, the 
reforms themselves are recast to meet organizational needs" (p. 317). 
Given the fact that change will be initially resisted by most prospective 
implementors, are there personal and/or institutional characteristics indicating 
a more receptive nature to planned reform? It is suggested that teachers 
enthusiasm for the planned change may depend primarily upon their 
perception of the relationship of the change to their zone of personal comfort 
(Askling, 1987; Fullan, 1982; Fullan, 1985; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Waugh & 
Punch, 1987). As teachers have the "power to accept or reject changes that 
will affect their working situation and conditions" (Askling, p. 13) it is essential 
that teacher receptivity to the proposed innovation be anticipated. This is an 
example of the idiopathic forces within an organization identified by Joyce et 
al. (1983). 
Characteristics of both institutional and teacher proclivity for 
implementing planned improvements are identified by Waugh and Punch 
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(1987). Their study, "Teacher Receptivity to Systemwide Change in the 
Implementation Stage" examines literature detailing receptivity to district-wide 
change over a period of 40 years. They suggest important organizational 
variables supporting planned change are: (1) high teacher morale; (2) the 
support of parents and central office; (3) ample opportunities to discuss 
problems; and (4) incentive systems for teachers. Variables affecting teacher 
receptivity to innovation include: (1) the perceived practicality of the new 
system; and (2) perceived expectations regarding the value of the change. 
The authors conclude that such situational variables as school type, school 
geographic area, subjects taught, teacher’s sex, teacher’s years experience 
accounted for only 2% of the variance in receptivity; a causal relationship was 
found among teacher beliefs, teacher intentions and teacher attitudes. 
Barnett, believes they are generic or biographical determinants evident 
in individuals predisposed to accept innovation: (1) the dissident is constantly 
in rebellion against convention and is anxious to accept innovation; (2) the 
indifferent is not particularly dedicated to prevalent ethos and would not resist 
innovation; (3) the disaffected has an aversion for what was and what is and 
like the indifferent, would not resist a change; (4) the resentful or most often 
the ’have-nots’ (rather than the ’care-nots’) are deeply dissatisfied and eager 
to try anything that might improve their lot. 
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4. Implementing Educational Change 
Researchers agree that there are three stages or phases inherent to 
the change process. First, the change is initiated or adopted; second, the 
change is implemented; third, the change is assimilated or incorporated into 
the organization. It is the implementation phase of change that is the least 
studied and documented. Implementation is distinct from what was intended 
by the initiators and planners of the change; it is the reality of the change 
process. The implementation stage is the most crucial for it is at this point 
that so many well intentioned reforms may fail. The proposed innovation is 
highly vulnerable because it must be implemented by those who have the 
ability to emasculate the reform. 
Fullan and Pomfret’s (1977) "Research on Curriculum and Instruction 
Implementation," presents a cogent review of implementation studies. The 
authors suggest policymakers often fail to recognize that implementation might 
be difficult to attain because changes in curriculum will usually result in the 
implementors having to change their relationships with one another, their 
students and the organization itself. They note; 
It should be clear by now that implementation is a 
highly complex process involving relationships between 
users and managers, and among various groups of 
users, in a process characterized by inevitable conflict 
and by anticipated and unanticipated problems that 
should be prepared for prior to attempting 
implementation and continually addressed during it. (p. 
390) 
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Fullan expands upon these findings in "Change Processes and 
Strategies at the Local School Level" (1985). He bases his conclusions on 
major implementation studies by Huberman, Stallings, Showers and Little. 
First, Huberman’s case study examined the implementation of a structured 
reading program in one school district is described. Huberman noted that 
the program survived early difficulties because teachers universally believed 
they had strong administrative support. He also observed that the first six 
months of implementing a major change is a time of confusion and high 
anxiety. Fullan concludes from these observations that "change in attitudes, 
beliefs, and understandings tend to follow rather than precede changes in 
behavior." 
The second study Fullan cites is Stallings’ four-phase training of 
secondary school teachers in order to facilitate improvement in their students’ 
reading skills. Stallings suggested teachers’ behaviors change in schools 
where there is a supportive principal and a cogent school policy arrived at in 
a collaborative manner. 
Showers conducted the third cited study, designing a training 
application based on five essential components for change formerly identified 
by Showers and Joyce. These components include: theory, demonstration, 
practice, feedback, and coaching. Showers concludes that teachers initially 
experience considerable discomfort when attempts to implement the new 
teaching strategies are unsuccessful. 
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The fourth study Fullan cites is Little’s research focusing on conditions 
favorable to school improvement and school norms in six schools. Little 
concluded school-level improvement will occur when: 
Teachers engage in frequent, continuous and 
increasingly concrete and precise talk about teaching 
practice....Teachers and administrators frequently 
observe each other teaching, and provide each other 
with useful...evaluations of their teaching....Teachers 
and administrators plan, design, research, evaluate 
and prepare teaching materials together....Teachers 
and administrators teach each other. (Little as cited in 
Fullan, 1985, p. 395) 
Fullan draws the following conclusion from the four studies: (1) change 
takes place over a period of time; (2) there will be initial discomfort and 
anxiety at the initial stages of any meaningful change; (3) if these feelings of 
anxiety are to be ameliorated, strong technical and psychological support 
must be available to teachers; (4) change is developmental in nature and 
requires learning through practice and feedback; (5) when people understand 
the "conception and rationale with respect to ’why this new way works better" 
(p. 398) a fundamental breakthrough will occur; (6) whether or not the 
process succeeds is directly related to the school s external and internal 
organizational conditions; (7) change is implemented through the pressure of 
interaction among administrators and teachers. 
Berman & McLaughlin's (1976) investigation "Implementation of 
Educational Innovation," often cited by change researchers, examines why 
educational innovations promoted by the federal government resulted in "so 
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little consistent or stable improvement in student outcomes" (p. 349). They 
conclude that innovations may fail because of generic difficulties which 
emerge when the change process is introduced within a naturally resistent 
educational organization. They suggest it is during the implementation stage 
that a significant process - "mutual adaptation" - (Berman & McLaughlin, p. 
349) must occur if the change is to be realized. Members of the organization 
must adapt behaviorally to the change and the innovation itself must be 
adapted to the unique organizational environment. The authors develop three 
measures to determine whether a project is implemented effectively. The first 
is the perception of success by the participants. Was the goal achieved? 
The second is evidence of administrative and teacher changes of behavior. 
What is the extent of the actual behavioral modification? The third measure of 
effectiveness of implementation is related to the "fidelity of implementation" (p. 
350) . Does the actual change reflect the intended change? 
Mutual adaptation implementation strategies recognize grassroots 
participation. Most implementation strategies, however, are in the "top-down" 
tradition. Cuban explains, 
A tighter coupling between the central office and 
individual schools along particular lines - such as goal 
setting, monitoring, evaluating, and specifying 
outcomes - often gets translated into the familiar 
pattern of top-down implementation....a strategy 
founded upon the belief that a chain of command, 
stretching tautly from the board of education, through 
the superintendent, directs principals to lead teachers, 
who, in turn, will raise student academic performance 
(1984, p. 138). 
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Orlich (1989) synthesizes findings of an evaluation of the Ford 
Foundation s twenty year and $30 million Comprehensive School Improvement 
Program (CSIP). The evaluation provides additional insight into education 
reform efforts. The evaluators find: 
1. Innovations are successful when there are a limited number of 
objectives and a limited number of schools participating in the new 
program. 
2. Innovations are successful when the objectives and methodologies 
are sharply defined. 
3. The management structures for the projects have little effect on 
their effectiveness or longevity. 
4. Proposed changes are incorporated when there is agreement by 
participants in the initial stages of the projects relating to intent and 
limitations. 
5. When project directors are present throughout the life of the 
reform efforts, the projects have a greater chance of acceptance. 
6. Projects succeed when the local district expresses a strong 
intellectual and budgetary commitment to the reform efforts. 
7. The smaller the school, the greater the success at innovation. 
8. The smaller the school, greater the possibilities of project failure if 
the director resigns or if external funding ceases. 
9. The university rarely functions as a force for school improvement. 
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10. The most lasting changes occur in suburban communities. 
Researchers caution those involved in changing schools to be aware it 
is entirely possible for those individuals initially positive about a change to 
develop a negative attitude towards an innovation due to obstacles 
encountered when attempting to implement the change (Sarason, 1971; Gross 
et al., 1971; Marris, 1974). Thus, overcoming the expected initial resistance to 
planned change does not assure implementation. 
Foshay, (1980) believes four principles are evident when attempting to 
change an educational organization; First, if the change is not 
"comprehensible" to the school’s leadership, it will be "trivialized or aborted" 
(as cited in Holman, p. 21). Second, if change is to be successful it must be 
perceived to be desired by the administration and the faculty. Teachers want 
the approval of the principal for a new program and the principal needs 
faculty support for the change. Third, success of the innovation will be 
attributed to the initiator, failure will be blamed on the classroom teacher. 
Fourth, innovation must be both modifiable and verifiable at the level of the 
local school. 
Three additional reasons for the failure of change to be implemented 
emerge from the literature (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Marris, 1974; Sarason. 
1971). These reasons appear obvious yet are consistently ignored by 
policymakers. The first is that a change will almost certainly fail to reach 
49 
fruition if it has a high degree of complexity coupled with a low degree of 
explicitness (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). An examination of the reform agendas 
of policymakers over the last 150 years (Section I of this review) reveals the 
global nature of the recommended improvements: high in complexity and 
lacking in explicitness. 
A second reason for failure to achieve implementation of change lies in 
the failure of change agents to provide sufficient time and data for 
implementors to assimilate the meaning of the proposed improvement. 
Marris’ (1974) Loss and Change presents a thesis linking change to 
bereavement. He posits that the feelings one has when bereaved are similar 
to the feelings one experiences when a major change is introduced into the 
work environment. "If the changes are disruptive and frequent," he writes, 
"they must...lose confidence that their own lives have a meaningful continuity 
of purpose. And this aimlessness or cynicism will still be provoked even if the 
changes are intelligent and necessary, so long as people cannot make sense 
of them in terms of their own experience" (p. 158). 
A third hinderance to successful implementation of reform goals is the 
failure to understand and/or respect the institution’s change-history. Sarason 
recognizes the necessity for change - agents to familiarize themselves with the 
institutional history of the change process before attempting to introduce and 
implement improvements. The success or failure of previous attempts to 
change the school serve as predictors of future innovation efforts. He 
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cautions, "Freud was only the most recent in a line of great philosophers who 
saw clearly that before one intrudes into the lives and settings of others, one 
had better know the sources of one’s own way of looking and thinking" (1971, 
p. 236). Thus, successful implementation of change is dependent upon 
multiple factors: organizational, institutional, process and personal (Owens, 
1987; Deal, 1987; Sarason, 1971; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). 
The Local School as Central to School Renewal 
A considerable body of research contends that the local school is the 
key to education renewal. The review of literature with this perspective will be 
divided into three segments: First, the issue of whether reforms ought to be 
initiated by those external to the school or by those within the school will be 
discussed. Second, findings concerning school culture in relationship to 
school reform will be described. Third the "effective schools" debate will be 
examined. 
1. Initiating School Reform 
An important issue in the school reform debates centers upon the 
source of reform initiatives. Should the public policymakers and legislators 
identify reform issues and prescribe mandated remedies? Or, should the 
generators and implementors of education reform be the teachers and 
principals, the parents and students of the local school? As all fifty states 
legislatively respond to the cries for reform, critics of top-down efforts fear a 
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bureaucratization and centralization of American education that can only result 
in a deprofessionalization of teaching (Wise, 1979, 1988; Atkin, 1985; Cuban, 
1988). Wise believes the legislating and regulating of American education 
results in "...a world characterized by standardized testing, not educational 
standards; by teacher-proof curricula, not curriculum reform; by standardized 
teaching, not professional discretion; and by management-by-the numbers, 
not instructional leadership" (1988, p. 328). Paradoxically, while researchers 
point to the local school as the key to education reform, policymakers 
increasingly demand more centralized control with concurrent standardization 
and mechanization of education (Cohen, 1987; Wise, 1988; Cuban, 1988; 
Timar & Kirp, 1987; Kirst, 1988). 
The thesis of those advocating the school-by-school reform approach is 
that the individual school must be the central change agent if improvements 
are to occur (Orlich, 1989; Cuban, 1988; Timar & Kirp, 1987, 1989; Kirst, 
1988; McDonald, 1989). The literature suggests that school improvements 
mandated by federal, state and even district levels - these "top-down reforms 
- have a lesser chance to succeed than do improvements that are generated 
and assimilated by the ultimate implementors of all education reforms, the 
classroom teachers. Tyler (1986) explains; 
...significant improvement in the educational effectiveness of 
schools cannot be brought about just from pressures at the 
federal, state or even school district level. Schools that have 
made great improvement in the learning of their students 
accomplished this through the concerted efforts of their 
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teachers with cooperation from parents and other interested 
persons in their community, (p. 1) 
Centralized control, advocates of school-specific reform contend, 
reduces the quality of education because it reduces the responsiveness of the 
school to its clientele - its children. Researchers note that as each school is 
a unique entity, improvement mandates by those outside the school culture 
will not necessarily lead to improvement within the culture while school-specific 
reform goals might indeed succeed. Advocates of the primacy of the local 
school to school reform argue that external policymakers identify and attempt 
to ameliorate the problems they believe the schools ought to have, rather than 
the problems the individual school actually does have. Tyler believes, 'there 
is no single serious educational problem to be found in all schools....Each 
school needs to identify its own significant educational problems and develop 
a solution that is based on the resources it can employ" (1986, p. 1). 
Changes take place in those schools where administration and staff are given 
increased rather than diminished responsibilities and thus have a sense of 
control of their own school (Cohen, 1987; Kirst, 1988; Combs, 1988; Sinclair, 
1975; Tyler, 1986). Timar & Kirp (1989), for example, recommend a national 
moratorium on external school reform to enable those in the local school to 
freely identify and then remediate problems unique to each institution. 
While researchers believe the single school is the key to improvement, 
they caution that reform must not be a new package with the same content. 
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The literature strongly advocates restructuring of schools as the only way to 
seriously change inefficient and ineffective educational practices and hence to 
improve the quality of schooling (Darling-Hammond & Berry, 1988; Goodlad, 
1988-1989; Giroux. 1981; Joyce et al„ 1983; Joyce, 1988; Wise, 1988). 
Sinclair and Nieto (1988) state "Curriculum renewal may be understood best 
in the context of the school environment in which it takes place. However, it 
is crucial to recognize that renewal does not mean intensifying conditions that 
currently exist" (pp. v-vi). Researchers observe that cosmetic changes merely 
ignore core questions of reform and give the illusion of change. Joyce (1986) 
cautions that merely altering the curriculum will not lead to significant school 
improvement because in order to change, the infrastructure of the institution 
must change; curriculum revision, for example, while appearing to improve the 
school, will not alter that infrastructure. The literature emphasize the necessity 
of radically altering or reconstructing schooling before improvement can occur. 
Wise (1988) suggests school-based improvement projects should also include 
restructuring of responsibilities of teachers and principals alike and Cuban 
(1988) concurs: "...reformers will have to attack the organizational 
arrangements that largely govern teacher routines, that determine the use of 
time and space in schools and classrooms, and that shape how and by 
whom instructional decisions are made" (p. 10). 
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2. The School Culture 
It is imperative for those attempting to improve schools to recognize 
the uniqueness of each school. The school’s culture impacts heavily upon 
the teaching and learning within its walls. Sarason’s The Culture of School 
and the Problem of Change (1971), one of the major works in the school- 
change literature, describes the uniqueness of each school’s ecosystem - the 
gestalt of the institution. Sarason recognizes how vital it is for a change- 
agent from outside that ecosystem to be aware of the school’s institutional 
and cultural history, for each school has a one-of-a-kind way for conducting 
the business of educating its learners. McDonald (1989) acknowledges that it 
is possible for an outside-the-school change agent to serve as a catalyst for 
change within the single school but insists that the change-agent "...must have 
a sense of the immense complexities and staggering ambiguities of life on the 
inside and of how all outside interventions of policy, curriculum, and method 
are transformed by inside culture" (p. 207). 
What is meant by a school "culture?" In a review of the literature on 
the meaning of school culture, words such as beliefs, values and 
’understandings’ emerge. Deal (1987) views culture in broader terms. 
"Culture is an all-encompassing tapestry of meaning. Culture is the way we 
do things around here.’ The ways are transmitted from generation to 
generation. Culture is learned" (p. 5). Sergiovanni (1984) perceives culture 
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as “the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of 
one school from another" (p. 9). 
Goodlad’s seminal work A Place Called School (1984) describes similar 
methodological practices in more than 1,000 observed classes. Yet, while 
there was a sameness to instructional patterns, A Place Called School also 
recognizes that each school is different from any other. Goodlad writes: 
Schools are more different...in the somewhat elusive 
qualities making up their ambience - the ways 
students and teachers relate to one another, the 
school’s orientation to academic concerns, the degree 
to which students are caught up in peer-group 
interests other than academic, the way principals and 
teachers regard one another, the degree of autonomy 
possessed by principals and teachers in conducting 
their work, the nature of the relationship between the 
school and its parent clientele.... (p. 247). 
The norms of the school/its climate, powerfully influences learning 
outcomes. Given that it is the single school that holds the key to education 
reform, how does one approach the change process in the individual school? 
As each school is unique, an understanding of its culture is essential to the 
initiation, implementation and incorporation of improvements. Researchers 
suggest it is essential that those within a school be aware of the culture 
because the "more understood, accepted, and cohesive the culture of a 
school, the better able it is to move in concert toward ideals it holds and 
objectives it wishes to pursue (Sergiovanni, p. 9). Also, knowledge of the 
school-specific unique confluence of values, ethics and beliefs will assist 
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school reform efforts to succeed because it is the school culture that is most 
impacted by change. A proposed improvement, no matter how sound 
pedagogically, will not be successfully implemented if it is not in congruence 
with the existing culture. 
Holman (1980) identifies five points through which a proposed change 
may enter the school culture or ecosystem: (1) through the leadership; (2) 
through the community-at-large; (3) through the faculty; (4) through the 
instructional materials; (5) through the students. These points of entry 
represent the components of school culture: parents-administration-faculty- 
students-community. Goodlad (1988-1989) believes the school will function 
effectively "only if each of the components is healthy and the relationship 
among these components likewise are healthy...." (p. 79). Researchers on 
school culture also observe that any school reform entails a fusion of past 
history with what is and visions of what might be. Knowledge of school 
culture gives administrators, teachers, students and parents a sense-of- 
institution; knowledge of the success or failure of previous efforts to improve 
the school weights heavily upon predicting success in present or future 
improvement endeavors. "The power of such cultural symbols as 
organizational history, legends, myths, heroes, stories, rituals, and ceremonies 
to establish and reinforce shared understandings, values, and norms, is 
striking...," writes Owens (1987, p. 17). 
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School districts also have a culture all their own. In an interesting 
study District Culture and the School Site," Papalewis, Bushman and Brown 
(1989-1990) investigate awareness and impact of district culture upon the local 
school. Three questions guide the study: (1) To what degree were the 
teachers and administrators aware of the district culture? (2) To what degree 
did the teachers and administrators share individual beliefs about the district 
culture? (3) To what degree did teachers and administrators observe the 
district culture being implemented? The district culture is presented in the 
form of a twelve statement questionnaire, e.g., "People, not programs, make 
the difference" (p. 44). Respondents were first asked whether the statements 
were often true or always true in order to assess their awareness of the 
culture. The researchers found administrators and teachers were aware of the 
district culture, and that this awareness indicated also that a district culture 
existed. 
The second aspect of the study deals with the degree of acceptance of 
the beliefs articulated by the culture. The findings indicate that teachers differ 
significantly with administrators. The administrators reveal a higher individual 
belief in seven of the twelve statements than the teachers. The third question 
of the study measures perceptions of implementation of the district culture. 
Both administrators and teachers mean scores were the lowest in this 
question suggesting that the district philosophy was not being implemented. 
Further, teachers scored significantly lower than administrators in all questions. 
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indicating that administrators had more faith than teachers that the values of 
the district culture had in fact filtered down to the classroom. 
McDonald’s (1989) "When Outsiders Try to Change Schools form the 
Inside" identifies and describes several interdependent strategies that may 
assist those from outside a school to work with those within the school 
culture to effect improvement. The strategies are not based on clinical studies 
but rather derive primarily from personal experience and the author’s 
interpretation of the written experiences of other change-agents. McDonald’s 
conclusions are of some value as they appear to represent a synthesis of 
suggestions to guide those working with schools to facilitate improvement. 
Among the recommended approaches are: (1) recognizing and 
understanding the values and assumptions of both the school and the 
change-agent; (2) assisting staff and administration to frame problems in such 
a way that they can be addressed values; (3) establishing daily informal 
conferencing with school personnel; (4) documenting all meetings (both formal 
and informal) thus creating a formative school improvement debate record; (5) 
writing collaboratively an on-going curriculum in the form of a constantly 
revised curriculum narrative. 
3. The "Effective Schools" Debate 
The "Effective Schools" research, first emerging in the 1970's, claims 
there are specific characteristics of successful or effective schools that can be 
identified. A major premise of the research is that the individual school holds 
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the key to education reform. A synthesis of findings indicate schools are 
deemed "effective if: (1) the principal serves as instructional leader; (2) the 
teaching staff exhibits high performance expectations of students; (3) the 
school building provides an orderly and safe environment for learning; (4) 
administration, staff and students understand and subscribe to a clear sense 
of mission; (5) goals are stated in terms of measurable student outcomes. 
(Cohen, 1988; Fullan, 1985) The role of principals vis-a-vis exemplary schools 
has been the focus of much of the effective schools research. Persell & 
Cookson (1982), for example, identify nine behaviors displayed on a recurrent 
basis by successful principals; (1) they demonstrate commitment to academic 
goals; (2) they create a school climate of high expectations; (3) they function 
as an instructional leader; (4) their leadership styles are forceful and dynamic; 
(5) they consult in an effective manner with others; (6) they create discipline 
and a sense of order; (7) they marshall resources; (8) they use time well; (9) 
they evaluate results. 
Manasse (1984) believes effective principals are "proactive" (p. 43), 
visibly attempting to lead the school according to the principal’s vision of its 
mission. Manasse believes this personal vision to be essential to excellent 
school management. In addition, Manasse identifies (a) developing an action- 
oriented agenda, (b) generating commitment to the vision through 
collaborative goal-setting, (c) appropriate use of conflict management and 
problem-solving techniques, and (d) excellent information sensing and analysis 
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skills to be "purposing behavior" of principals running effective schools (p. 45). 
Mkangaza (1987) differentiates between effective and less-than-effective 
principals. He believes effective principals have a clear sense of mission and 
purpose; in addition, they also tend to measure their school’s effectiveness in 
terms of student achievement vis-a-vis the clearly stated and measurable 
school goals. 
Researchers, critical of effective school findings contend that the 
effective schools movement is more ideological than substantive in nature. 
They believe the research is school-specific and as such must be viewed with 
caution and not as a blueprint for school improvement in every schoolhouse 
in the nation (Cuban, 1984; Tyler, 1986; Cawelti, 1984; Fullan, 1985; Timar & 
Kirp, 1989). What is termed ’effective’ in one school setting, may not be 
transferrable to another school site because "...there is no single solution to 
problems of improving the learning of students which is effective with all 
schools" (Tyler, 1986, p. 1). Fullan (1985) notes that the effective schools 
research examines schools already believed to be exceptionally good and 
does not investigate the cultural history of these successful schools, e.g., how 
they grew to be 'effective.' In addition, most schools studied were elementary 
schools which are very different entities from middle, junior high or senior high 
schools. 
The effective schools findings are also criticized for equating excellence 
or quality with high standardized test scores. The "effective principal" 
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becomes the leader of a school with increased test scores; the "effective 
teacher" becomes the teacher whose students perform well on the tests. 
Cuban (1984) writes: "To evaluate the effectiveness of such complex 
organizations as schools solely on the basis of a percentile rank is little better 
than to judge a car’s quality solely on the basis of its miles-per-gallon or a 
hospital’s effectiveness solely by the number of its vacant beds" (p. 151). 
These arguments are countered by proponents of the effective schools 
research. They believe sufficient research has been replicated and conducted 
to demonstrate that effective schools are indeed different from those that are 
not. In addition, they point to a consistency of behaviors within the exemplary 
schools. 
Two studies relating to the effective schools debate merit particular 
attention because they reflect different perspectives on the issues. 
Furtwengler (1985) describes a change strategy which directly involves a 
constituency of schools that most change processes omit - students. 
Furtwengler’s model was implemented in fourteen schools selected from 121 
schools he previously worked with as a consultant. Four were classified as 
less effective, five were classified as moderately effective, four were classified 
as effective (p. 263). A unique feature of the improvement model was the 
inclusion of a student leadership group of 50-100 learners selected by a 
teacher leadership team. The selection of the student team was based upon 
recommendations of administrators, parents, teachers and students. The 
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students played a major role in the year’s school improvement efforts, 
identifying problems and proposing solutions. Thirteen of the fourteen 
schools demonstrated improvement of school climate, culture, student 
achievement, student participation in school activities and student participation 
in independent learning over a period ranging from twelve to thirty-six months. 
The schools originally categorized as less effective demonstrated the greatest 
gains. Furtwengler believes the strategy including students in the school 
improvement process works "because it involves formal and informal school 
leaders - including students, whose role in school change has too frequently 
been overlooked - and these leaders create cultural norms to which they 
adhere when they act" (p. 265). The researcher indicates further testing of 
how these schools work with the change process is necessary to refine 
predictability outcomes. 
Andrews (1987) research shifts the effective schools principal-centered 
examinations, to the teachers’ perceptions of the leadership of the principal. 
The study seems to represent a middle-ground in the effective schools debate 
for it recognizes the primacy of the individual schools while still relying upon 
student outcomes to evaluate a school's effectiveness. Andrews subscribes 
to Edmond's hypothesis that there is a strong correlation between student 
achievement and school characteristics. Thus in schools with a pattern of 
increased student achievement, teachers perceive the principal as a strong 
instructional leader and also describe the school as holding high expectations 
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for students and providing a positive learning environment. Such schools are 
identified by Andrews as "high profile" institutions. Schools in which teachers 
do not perceive a strong instructional leader or positive learning climate, "low 
profile schools, do not have patterns of increased student achievement. 
Teachers identify several leadership characteristics as most desirable in a 
principal. The two most important were: First, the principal is a "visible 
presence in the school" (Andrews, p. 13). Second, the principal conveys a 
school mission or vision. 
Andrews recommends schools measure the incremental growth of its 
students to assess the effectiveness of the instructional program. In addition, 
he recommends principals examine teacher perceptions of their leadership. 
The powerful relationship among student outcomes, the leadership of the 
principal and teacher perceptions of the conditions of the workplace is worthy 
of further study. 
Summary 
This chapter synthesizes major research findings relating to school 
improvement: the history of reform efforts, the change process, and the 
single school as the key element to education renewal. The review of the 
literature on the history of school reform, the single school as center of reform 
efforts, and the process of change clearly reveals the complexities inherent in 
education reform. The literature suggests when matters of equity are involved 
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mandated reform occurs. Brown v. Board of Education. 1954, resulted in 
school desegregation in the South. Public Law 94142 (1975) resulted in 
handicapped children having full access to public schools. When mandated 
reforms are designed to impact upon the quality of schooling/or excellence, 
improvements if they occur at all, are cosmetic in nature and fleeting at best. 
The reform impetus rather than coming from an examination of school culture 
is too often generated and sometimes imposed by others who have no sense 
whatsoever of gestalt of the individual school. 
The effective schools movement serves an example of an external 
pressure placed upon school districts to demonstrate "improvement" through 
the elevation of standardized test scores. Such tests do not measure 
understandings of the classroom curriculum. The literature strongly 
recommends reform efforts be directed towards and by the individual school. 
Two questions are most in evidence: The first is what to change in our 
schools; the second is how to change. There is no magic bullet that will 
prescribe to states, districts and local schools fool-proof ways to initiate, 
implement or incorporate improvement. Nor do external policymakers truly 
know how best to improve either the structure of schooling or the content of 
schooling. The research suggests that reform goals - what to change - ought 
to be school-specific and arrived at collaboratively. The change process - 
how to change - has a likelihood of success if proposed improvements are 
clearly defined, do not infringe upon personal zones of comfort, entail a low 
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degree of complexity and a high degree of explicitness, and, are supported 
by on-going resources and staff. 
The establishing of improvement priorities at the local school level 
initiates the education reform process. It is the first step of the proverbial 
journey of a thousand miles. This study focuses upon the school 
improvement priorities identified by eleven public school principals and a 
random sample of teachers, the procedures employed to select them and the 
degree of teacher satisfaction with the determination process. The following 
chapter describes the processes used to collect data relevant to the 
objectives of the study: (1) to describe priorities identified by teachers and 
principals to bring about improvement; (2) to describe how teachers and 
principals determine priorities for school improvement; (3) to describe the 
degree of teacher satisfaction towards the process for determining priorities. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter discusses the research design and procedures that were 
employed to accomplish the objectives of this study. There are two sections 
in this chapter. The first describes the sample, the second describes data 
collection instruments and procedures for each of the study’s three objectives. 
This study describes and examines improvement priority determination 
in eleven public schools and teachers’ degrees of satisfaction with the priority 
determination procedures through two processes: first, through information 
secured from principal interviews and teacher questionnaires that describes 
identified improvement priorities and procedures used to secure data leading 
to priority determination; and second, through teacher questionnaires that 
examine degrees of satisfaction with priority determination processes. 
Sampling 
Sampling procedures are discussed in two parts. First, the sampling of 
schools is described; second, the sampling of principals and teachers is 
detailed. 
Sampling of the Schools 
The study was conducted in the eleven core schools participating in 
the school/university partnership, the Coalition for School Improvement. The 
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Coalition is directed by the Center for Curriculum Studies in the School of 
Education, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts. There were 
seven elementary, one middle, and three secondary schools in the sample. 
1 he schools are widely dispersed throughout Western Massachusetts from the 
Massachusetts-New York border on the West to the western part of Worcester 
County in the East, and from the Massachusetts-New Hampshire border in the 
North to the Massachusetts-Connecticut border on in the South. They also 
represent a broad demographic spectrum relative to grade levels, numbers of 
staff and geographic location. Each school principal was given a 
questionnaire entitled "School Demographics" which solicited data relative to 
location, grades, total student enrollment, distribution of student by grades, 
number of teachers in the schools, and racial composition of both teachers 
and students. The demographic information was either given directly to the 
researcher at the time of the principal interview, or mailed to the researcher at 
a later date. 
The data for the following descriptive narrative of each sample schools 
is derived from the demographic questionnaire and written material submitted 
to the Coalition for School Improvement by the school and published in "A 
Partnership in Parity: The Coalition for School Improvement" (1989). 
The Sample Schools 
School 01 is an inner city eiernentary school located in a city slightly 
under 50.000 people. The school has a tradition of strong community-based 
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support and works to foster a positive environment for student learning 
through the collaborative efforts of the school, the community, and the home. 
It has an enrollment of 574 children in grades K-5 and a staff of 29 teachers. 
School 02. located in a rural setting in the Berkshire mountains, strives 
to identify and then assist marginal students to achieve a positive learning 
experience. The school is 5-12 grade middle/high school and serves 573 
students and has a staff of 45 teachers. 
School 03 enrolls 160 children in grades K-4 and is situated in a small 
town in the Southern Berkshires. A prime objective of the twelve teacher staff 
is to encourage children to develop a sense of community. 
School 04 is situated in a large urban center in Worcester County and 
is an inner city high school. It’s 850 students are served by a staff of 63 
teachers. A major thrust of the school’s program is to assist marginal 
students to remain in school and to graduate. 
School 05 serves 900 students and is purported to have the largest 
enrollment of any elementary school in Massachusetts. It has 54 teachers on 
its staff. A school of this size might be expected to be in a large urban area, 
but this school is situated in a very rural setting just twenty miles south of the 
New Hampshire border. Grouping students for effective learning is a central 
goal of the school. 
School 06 is located in a pristine rural area in Franklin county and has 
10 full-time teachers. There are 193 children in grades Pre-K-6 enrolled in the 
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schools. This small school is committed to assisting students to recognize 
the multicultural aspects of both the nation and their own lives. 
School 07 is the only middle school in the core schools of the Coalition 
for School Improvement. It is located in a suburban area and has a staff of 
37 working with 596 students in grades 4-8. A major goal of the school is to 
work towards achieving equity among its diverse student population so that 
they will have equal access to learning. 
School 08 is a rural elementary school with 157 students in grades Pre- 
K-6 and a staff of 8 teachers. It is located in pastoral setting several miles 
West of Greenfield, Massachusetts and works to increase student learning 
through the fostering of an environment of trust and respect for others. 
School 09 is located in a large city in Hampden County and serves 561 
students. There are 25 teachers on the staff. The school has the most 
racially diverse student population of the sample schools with a 43% non¬ 
white population. Prominent among it educational priorities are two on-going 
goals: raising children’s self-esteem and increasing parent involvement in 
student learning. 
School 10. located in Hampshire County, is the smallest secondary 
school in Massachusetts with an enrollment of 194 students in grades 7-12, 
and a staff of 25 teachers. The school’s priorities include increasing critical 
thinking skills and developing grouping practices to meet all students’ needs. 
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School 11 serves 295 students in grades K-8. It is located in a small 
town in Hampden County and has a staff of 12 full-time teachers. It works 
towards helping improving students’ written communication and study skills 
and increasing learning outcomes of marginal students. 
Table 1 describes the distribution of the schools in the sample by 
county and demographic characteristics. 
TABLE 1 
The Distribution of the Schools in the Sample by 
Demographic Characteristics 
School Enrollment Grades Teachers Community 
01 574 K-5 29 urban 
02 573 5-12 45 rural 
03 160 K-4 12 rural 
04 850 9-12 63 urban 
05 900 Pk-5 54 rural 
06 193 Pk-6 10 rural 
07 596 4-8 37 suburban 
08 157 K-6 8 rural 
09 561 Pk-4 25 urban 
10 194 7-12 25 rural 
11 295 K-8 12 rural 
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TABLE 2 
Proportions of Ethnic Groups 
Student % Teachers % 
School White Non-White White Non-White 
01 96 4 100 0 
02 98 2 100 0 
03 98 2 100 0 
04 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
05 98 2 100 0 
06 98 2 100 0 
07 99 1 98 2 
08 97 3 100 0 
09 57 43 96 4 
10 98 2 100 0 
Sampling of Informants 
Data was obtained from the eleven principals and thirty percent of the 
teachers in each school. The teacher sample was randomly selected by 
assigning each teacher in the school a number from a table of random 
numbers. A column from the table was selected and then numbers 
corresponding to the assigned number were selected and constituted the 
sample. The principals provided data concerning descriptions of identified 
improvement priorities and the processes used to determine them. The 
random sample of teachers provided data about descriptions of identified 
improvement priorities, perceptions of the determination process and levels of 
satisfaction with this process. 
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Data Collection 
Procedures for data collection for each of the study’s three objectives 
are discussed separately. In order to structure data collection for each 
objective, research questions were generated so that the content of each 
objective was addressed. 
Objective 1: To describe priorities identified bv teachers and principals to 
bring about improvement. 
The following research questions were addressed: 
1.1 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of student learning? 
1.2 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of curriculum? 
1.3 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of staff development? 
1.4 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of purchase of equipment? 
1.5 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of parents and the larger community? 
Data Collection for Objective One 
Data describing school improvement priorities were obtained by the 
researcher through interviews with principals in the sample schools and a 
questionnaire distributed to a random sample of teachers in each school. 
Principal Interview 
An interview schedule was determined by contacting principals in each 
school first by letter and then by telephone to establish a time for the 
interview. The letter to principals appears in Appendix A. Ten principals were 
interviewed at the school site. One principal was ill for several weeks and 
preferred a telephone interview. 
In November, 1988, the Coalition for School Improvement sponsored a 
seminar for affiliated and associated members. The seminar included a 
session in priority identification. Each school met as a group to discuss 
improvement priorities and then listed the priorities on a form designed by 
Coalition staff. The identified priorities are presented in Appendix B. 
These school-specific priorities were presented to each principal both 
orally and in writing before the interview recording began. The principal was 
then asked the following questions: 
1. Last year, you and/or your staff identified priorities for 
improvement and submitted them to the Coalition for School 
Improvement. Were these priorities attained? Were they modified? If 
modified, how were they modified. 
2. Are the school’s improvement priorities this academic year the 
same or different from last year? 
3 What are the improvement priorities for this academic year? 
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The data from the principal were collected by the researcher on three 
forms. The first was designed to solicit demographic information (see 
Appendix C). The second was designed to solicit information relating to 
school improvement priorities (see Appendix D). The third was designed to 
collect data for objective two and concerns procedures employed to identify 
improvement priorities (see Appendix E). Interviews were tape recorded. At 
the close of the interview the researcher read back the data obtained. In 
addition, at the time of this school visit, a list of the names of teachers was 
obtained so that a random sample of teachers could be determined. (Note: 
At this time principals were also queried about the processes employed to 
determine priorities in order to obtain data for Objective Two. This will be 
further discussed in the Data Collection segment of Objective Two.) 
Questionnaire 
Teachers were mailed a letter (see Appendix F) and a questionnaire 
(see Appendix G) collecting data relative to the first objective. A stamped 
return envelope was included with the mailing. First, the questionnaire listed 
the priorities submitted to the Coalition for School Improvement. The 
questionnaire then solicited three responses for each listed priority: (a) were 
you aware this was a school priority? (b) was the priority attained? (c) is the 
listed priority also an improvement priority for this academic year. Next, 
teachers were asked to list any school improvement priorities for this acdemic 
year that were different from those submitted to the Coalition last year. 
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Letters were sent to those failing to return the questionnaire reminding them 
to complete the questionnaire. The folowing questionnaire, sent to teachers in 
school 11, is an example of the questionnaire sent to teachers in the other 
ten schools. The priorities the teachers are asked to respond to are specific 
to school 11. 
SCHOOL CODE 11 TEACHER CODE # 11 _ 
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
I. Identifying School Priorities 
A. Last year, your school identified the following school improvement 
priorities and submitted them to the Coalition for School 
Improvement. 
1. To create learning environments for increased learning of marginal 
students. 
a. were you aware this was a school priority? 
Yes_ 
No _ 
b. was the priority attained? 
Yes_ 
No _ 
c. is this priority also an improvement priority for this academic 
year (1989-1990)? 
Yes_ 
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No _ 
2. To improve writing and study skills of students. 
a. were you aware this was a school priority? 
Yes_ 
No _ 
b. was the priority attained? 
Yes_ 
No _ 
c. is this priority also an improvement priority for this academic 
year (1989-1990) 
Yes_ 
No _ 
B. Please list any school improvement priorities for this 1989-1990 
academic year that are different from that submitted last year to 
the Coalition. 
1. ____ 
2. _____ 
3._____ 
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Objective 2:—Jo describe how principals and teachers determine priorities for 
school improvement. 
The following research questions were addressed: 
2.1 What are the processes used to determine priorities for school 
improvement? 
2.2 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the 
process used to determine improvement priorities? 
2.3 Who are major initiators and determinators of improvement 
priorities? 
2.4 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the major 
determinators of the improvement priority process? 
2.5 What is the extent of teacher involvement in the determination 
process? 
2.6 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the extent 
of teacher involvement in the process used to determine priorities for 
school improvement? 
Data Collection for Objective Two 
Data were ootained in two ways. First, principals were interviewed 
about the improvement determination process. Second, teachers were given 
a researcher-developed questionnaire to solicit data on the improvement 
determination process from their perspectives. 
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Principal Interview 
Procedures employed to contact the principals concerning interview 
times are discussed in the Data Collection segment of Objective One. The 
principal interviews consisted of a series of questions based on the research 
questions of the objective and designed to secure data about each school’s 
improvement priority setting process. The questions were: 
1. How is data concerning the determination of school improvement 
priorities collected and processed? 
a. Did teachers participate? y_ n_ 
b. What other people or groups were involved in establishing 
education improvement priorities in the school? 
c. Is there a systematic way the school established its priorities 
over the past few years? 
d. If yes, how were the priorities determined? 
e. Hew do you plan to identify priorities for your school this year? 
2. Who are initiators of improvement priorities? 
3. Who are determinators of improvement priorities? 
4. To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in the initiation 
process? 
Very involved? Moderately involved? Not involved? 
5. To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in the 
determination process? 
7Q 
6. To what extent do you believe teachers want to be involved in 
determining priorities? 
Very involved? Moderately involved? Not involved? 
At the close of the interview the researcher orally summarized the data 
obtained. 
Questionnaire 
A second research tool to obtain data from teachers relative to each 
school’s procedures for determining improvement priorities was a 
questionnaire. Specifically, Part II of the general questionnaire queried: 
II. Procedures for Establishing Improvement Priorities 
A. How was data concerning the determination of improvement 
priorities collected and processed? 
1. did teachers participate? Yes_ No_ 
2. did parents participate? Yes_ No_ 
3. did the district or central office participate? Yes_ No_ 
4. did students participate? Yes_ No_ 
5. did a school priority setting committee participate? Yes_ 
No 
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B. Does the school have a systematic way to establish improvement 
priorities? Yes_ No 
If yes, please briefly explain: 
C. Who determines what the school’s improvement priorities ought to 
be? 
1. school administrators? Yes No 
2. teachers? Yes No 
3. parents? Yes No 
4. district/central office? Yes No 
5. students? Yes No 
6. a priority setting committee? Yes No 
D. To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in suggesting 
priorities for improvement? 
Very involved_ Moderately involved_ Not involved- 
E To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in determining 
priorities for improvement? 
Very involved_Moderately involved Not involved 
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F. To what extent do you believe teachers want to be involved in the 
processes resulting in establishment of school improvement 
priorities? 
Very involved_ Moderately involved_ Not involved_ 
Questionnaires, with a stamped-return address envelope, were mailed 
to the random sample of teachers in each of the sample schools. Follow-up 
lettters to non-respondents were sent as necessary. 
Objective 3: To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities. 
The following research questions were addressed: 
3.1. What is the degree of teacher satisfaction with the process for 
determining priorities? 
3.2. To what extent do teachers wish to be involved in the process for 
determining piorities? 
Data Collection for Objective Three 
Data for this objective was obtained from teachers by a questionnaire. 
Teacher Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was Part III of the questionnaire soliciting data for 
Objectives One and Two previously described. The questionnaire section 
relevant to this objective (Objective Three) focused upon the degrees of 
satisfaction with the determination processes and the extent to which teachers 
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wish to participate in the process. This third section of the teacher 
questionnaire consisted of two questions: 
III. Degree of Satisfaction with the Process to Establish Priorities 
A. To what degree are you satisfied with the process used to suggest 
improvement priorities? 
Very satisfied _ 
Somewhat satisfied _ 
Satisfied _ 
Somewhat dissatisfied _ 
Dissatisfied _ 
B. To what degree are you satisfied with the process used to 
determine improvement priorities? 
Very satisfied _ 
Somewhat satisfied _ 
Satisfied _ 
Somewhat dissatisfied _ 
Dissatisfied _ 
The questionnaire, with a stamped-self addressed envelope, was mailed 
to a random sample of teachers. A letter was sent to non-respondents 
reminding them to complete and mail the questionnaire. 
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Summary 
Data to achieve the objectives of this study were obtained from 
principals and a randomly selected sample of teachers in the eleven core 
schools of the Coalition for School Improvement through interviews and 
questionnaires. Three types of data are utilized. The first data is the 
designation of priorities for improvement by sample schools. The second 
data concern processes used to determine improvement priorities. The third 
data consists of teachers’ degrees of satisfaction with the procedures 
employed to determine priorities. Findings of the study will be reported in the 
next chapter in both a tabular and narrative format. 
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to report, analyze and interpret the data 
obtained from principals and teachers in eleven schools through interviews 
and questionnaires. Three types of data are utilized. The first data 
designates priorities for improvement by sample school principals and 
teachers. The second data concerns principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of 
the processes used to determine improvement priorities. The third data 
consists of teachers’ degrees of satisfaction with the procedures to determine 
priorities. Content analysis was conducted on all research questions and 
interpreted based upon response frequencies. 
The data sources for this objective were principals and teachers in the 
eleven core schools of the Coalition for School Improvement. Principals’ data 
were obtained through interviews and a collection of principal-selected written 
materials. All principals of the eleven sample schools agreed to be 
interviewed. Ten interviews were conducted at the school sites; one interview 
was conducted over the telephone due to the illness of the principal 
Questionnaires were distributed to a random sample of 30% of teachers in 
each school. There was great variation in the rate of individual teacher 
response from school to school ranging from a 100% response rate in two 
rural elementary schools (03. and 06), to a 23% response rate in a large 
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urban high school (04). A total of 92 teachers in eleven schools were asked 
to complete the questionnaire, and 50 (54%) responded. The response rate 
by school was 66%. Table 3 indicates the rate of return for each school. 
TABLE 3 
Respondents to Teacher Questionnaire 
Schools # Given Questionnaire # Respondents 
% 
By School 
01 8 4 50% 
02 14 8 57% 
03 3 3 100% 
04 22 5 23% 
05 11 7 64% 
06 2 2 100% 
07 13 8 62% 
08 3 2 67% 
09 6 3 50% 
10 6 5 83% 
11 4 3 75% 
Total 92 (100%) 50 (54%) 66% 
The chapter is presented in two sections. The first section describes 
the findings for each of the study’s three objectives in tabular form and is 
subdivided into three parts, each corresponding to one of the specific 
objectives of the study. The second section presents school-by-school 
narrative summaries of findings describing improvement priorities, procedures 
for identifying priorities, and, teachers’ levels of satisfaction with the priority 
setting processes. 
Findinas-bv-Obiective 
Objective 1 
To describe priorities identified by teachers and principals to bring 
about improvement. 
To accomplish this objective content analysis was conducted on five 
research questions: 
1.1 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of student learning? 
1.2 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of curriculum? 
1.3 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of staff development? 
1.4 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of purchase of equipment? 
1.5 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of parents and the larger community? 
Some of the school improvement priorities obtained from principals and 
teachers were restated by the researcher if they contained multiple priorities. 
Using Mkangaza’s (1987) priority analysis model, priorities were first classified 
as either Single Intent Statements (SIS) or Multiple Intent Statements (MIS) by 
the researcher with assistance from three colleagues (high school teachers). 
The priorities classified MIS were then separated into appropriate SIS's. The 
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content of all the SIS’s was analyzed to determine whether they were stated 
in terms of student learning, curriculum, staff development, purchase of 
equipment or parents and the community. 
Research Question 1.1 
To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in terms 
of student learning? 
To be classified as "Student Learning" priority, the priority had to be 
stated in terms expressly intending to positively influence student behavior. 
For example, 
To improve the writing and study skills of students. 
To help students to develop a sense of community. 
Table 4 and 5 present the raw frequencies of improvement priorities 
identified by principals and teachers in terms of student learning. Forty-four 
percent of principal-identified improvement priorities and 10% of teacher- 
identified improvement priorities were stated in terms of student learning. The 
remaining priorities were stated in terms of curriculum, staff development, and 
parents/community. 
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TABLE 4 
Frequency of Principal-Identified Priorities 
Stated in Terms of Student Learning 
Total # 
School Student Learning Other Priorities 
01 2 (67%) 1 3 
02 4 (14%) 25 29 
03 1 (33%) 1 2 
04 2 (100%) 0 2 
05 2 (100%) 0 2 
06 2 (40%) 3 5 
07 5 (83%) 1 6 
08 5 (83%) 1 6 
09 3 (75%) 1 4 
10 0 (0%) 5 5 
11 4 (100%) 0 4 
Total 30 (44%) 38 
TABLE 5 
Frequency of Teacher-Identified Priorities 
Stated in Terms of Student Learning 
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Total # 
School Student Learning Other Priorities 
01 1 (17%) 5 6 
02 5 (14%) 32 37 
03 0 (0%) 4 4 1 04 0 (0%) 1 
05 0 (0%) 10 10 1 06 0 (0%) 1 
07 0 (0%) 12 12 
08 3 (50%) 3 6 1 
09 0 (0%) 1 
10 0 (0%) 7 7 1 
11 0 (0%) 1 
Total 9 (10%) 77 86 
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Table 6 compares raw frequencies of principal-identified priorities 
specifically stated in terms of student learning with teacher-identified student 
learning priorities. One-quarter of all priorities were expressed in terms of 
student learning. 
TABLE 6 
Frequency of Principals and Teachers Student 
Learning Priorities 
Student Learning Other Total Priorities 
Principals 30 38 68 
Teachers 9 77 86 
Total 39 (25%) 115 154 
Research Question 1.2 
To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in terms 
of curriculum? 
The priority category "curriculum" was given those priorities relating to 
curriculum in its more narrowly defined programmatic focus. For example, 
To promote technological literacy. 
To examine implications of programmatic changes due to increased 
enrollment. 
Tables 7 and 8 display the raw frequencies of curricular improvement 
priorities identified by principals and teachers. Forty-three percent of 
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principals and 56% of teachers identified priorities were those with a curricular 
orientation. 
TABLE 7 
Frequency of Principal Curriculum Priorities 
School Curriculum Other Total 
01 1 (33%) 2 3 
02 17 (47%) 12 29 
03 1 (50%) 1 2 
04 0 (0%) 2 2 
05 0 (0%) 2 2 
06 3 (60%) 2 5 
07 1 (17%) 5 6 
08 1 (17%) 5 6 
09 0 (0%) 4 4 
10 5 (100%) 0 5 
11 0 (0%) 4 4 
Total 29 (43%) 39 68 
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TABLE 8 
Frequency of Teacher Curriculum Priorities 
School Curriculum Other Total 
01 3 (50%) 3 6 
02 21 (57%) 16 37 
03 4 (100%) 0 4 
04 1 (100%) 0 1 
05 9 (90%) 1 10 
06 1 (100%) 0 1 
07 5 (42%) 7 12 
08 1 (17%) 5 6 
09 0 (0%) 1 1 
10 2 (29%) 5 7 
11 1 (100%) 0 1 
Total 48 (56%) 38 86 
Table 9 compares teacher and principal identified improvement priorities 
with an orientation towards curriculum. Priorities stated in terms of curriculum 
were identified by principals and teachers 50% of the time. 
TABLE 9 
Frequency of Principals and Teachers 
Curriculum Priorities 
Curriculum Other Total Priorities 
Principals 29 39 68 
Teachers 48 38 86 
Total 77 (50%) 77 154 
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Research Question 1.3 
To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in terms 
of staff development? 
A priority was placed in the "staff development' category if it was 
oriented towards assisting the teacher to understand and/or implement new 
methodologies and/or update knowledge in an academic discipline. For 
example: 
To explore peer coaching. 
To study the Whole Language approach to the Language Arts. 
Tables 10 and 11 present raw frequencies of principal and teacher 
identified priorities expressed in terms of staff development. Three percent of 
priorities identified by principals and 22% of priorities identified by teachers 
were in this category. 
TABLE 10 
Frequency of Principal Staff Development Priorities 
School Staff Development Other Total 
01 0 (0%) 3 3 
02 2 (7%) 27 29 
03 0 (0%) 2 2 
04 0 (0%) 2 2 
05 0 (0%) 2 2 
06 0 (0%) 5 5 
07 0 (0%) 6 6 
08 0 (0%) 6 6 
09 0 (0%) 4 4 
10 0 (0%) 5 5 
11 0 (0%) 
---rrrsm 
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TABLE 11 
Frequency of Teacher Staff Development Priorities 
School Staff Development Other Total 
01 0 (0%) 6 6 
02 4 (11%) 33 37 
03 0 (0%) 4 4 
04 0 (0%) 1 1 
05 1 (10%) 9 10 
06 0 (0%) 1 1 
07 7 (58%) 5 12 
08 1 (17%) 5 6 
09 1 (100%) 0 1 
10 5 (71%) 2 7 
11 0 (0%) 1 1 
Total 19 (22%) 67 86 
Table 12 displays the raw frequency of teacher and principal identified 
staff development school improvement priorities. Staff development 
improvement priorities represented 14% of the combined total of principal and 
teacher improvement priorities in this category. 
TABLE 12 
Frequency of Principals and Teachers Staff Development Priorities 
Staff Development Other_Total # Priorities 
Principals 2 66 68 
Teachers 19 67 86 
Total 21 (14%) 133 154 
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Research Question 1.4 
To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in terms 
of purchase of equipment. 
Not a single school improvement priority identified by either principals 
or teachers was oriented towards the purchase of equipment. Table 13 
reflects this finding. 
TABLE 13 
Frequency of Principals and Teachers Purchase of 
Equipment Priorities 
Purchase of Equipment Other Total # Priorities 
Principals 0 68 68 
Teachers_0_86 6 
Total 0 154 154 
Research Question 1.5 
To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in terms 
of parents and the larger community? 
Examples of priorities expressed in these terms are: 
To promote activities for the school community. 
To have the public more aware of our school’s activities. 
Tables 14 and 15 depict the raw frequencies of principals' and 
teachers' responses descnbing a priority in terms of parents/community. Ten 
percent of orincipal identified priorities and 12% of teacher identified 
responses were in this category. Table 16 indicates frsquencies of both 
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principal and teacher improvement priorities in the parent/community 
orientation. Priorities in this category were 11% of the total number of 
improvement priorities. 
TABLE 14 
Frequency of Principal Parent/Community Priorities 
School Parent/Community Other Total 
01 0 (0%) “3“ ~T~ 
02 6 (21%) 23 29 
03 0 (0%) 2 2 
04 0 (0%) 2 2 
05 0 (0%) 2 2 
06 0 (0%) 5 5 
07 0 (0%) 6 6 
08 0 (0%) 6 6 
09 1 (25%) 3 4 
10 0 (0%) 5 5 
11 0 (0%) 4 4 
Total 7 (10%) 61 68 
School 
TABLE 15 
Frequency of Teacher Parent/Community Priorities 
Parent/Community Other Total 
”01 2 (33%) 4 6 
02 7 (19%) 30 37 
03 0 (0%) 4 4 
04 0 (0%) 1 1 
05 0 (0%) 10 10 1 06 0 (0%) 1 
07 0 (0%) 12 12 
08 1 (17%) 5 6 1 09 0 (0%) 1 
10 0 (0%) 7 7 1 
11 0 (0%) 1 
Total 10 (12%) 76 
86 
TABLE 16 
Frequency of Principals and Teachers Parent/Community Priorities 
Parent/Community Other Total 
Principals 7 61 68 
Teachers 10 76 86 
Total T7"TTT%]-T37 T5T 
Tables 17-23 summarize the individual school profiles of principal and 
teachers responses to the question, "What are the improvement priorities for 
this academic year?" 
TABLE 17 
Individual School Profile of Responses 
of Principals to the Question, 
"What are the improvement priorities for this academic year?" 
School SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm Total 
Ta||'e-Student Learning Curr = Curriculum, SD = Staff Development, P 
liu^p ^Purchase of Equipment, P/Comm = Parents and the Common,«y 
97 
TABLE 18 
Individual School Profile of 
Teacher Responses to the Question, 
"What are the improvement priorities for this academic year?" 
School SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm Total 
01 1 3 0 0 2 6 
02 5 21 4 0 7 37 
03 0 4 0 0 0 4 
04 0 1 0 0 0 1 
05 0 9 1 0 0 10 
06 0 1 0 0 0 1 
07 0 5 7 0 0 12 
08 3 1 1 0 1 6 
09 0 0 1 0 0 1 
10 0 2 5 0 0 7 
11 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Totals 9 
(10%) 
48 
(56%) 
19 
(22%) 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(12%) 
86 
Table Key: 
SL = Student Learning, Curr = Curriculum, SD = Staff Development, P. 
Equip = Purchase of Equipment, P/Comm = Parents and the Community 
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TABLE 19 
Percent of Principal Priorities by Categories 
SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm 
Principals-bv-school 
01 67% 33% 0% 0% 0% 
02 14% 59% 7% 0% 21% 
03 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 
04 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
05 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
06 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 
07 83% 17% 0% 0% 0% 
08 83% 17% 0% 0% 0% 
09 75% 0% 0% 0% 25% 
10 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
11 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
TABLE 20 
Percent of Teacher Priorities by Categories 
SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm 
Teachers-by-school 
01 16% 50% 
02 14% 57% 
03 0% 100% 
04 0% 100% 
05 0% 90% 
06 0% 100% 
07 0% 42% 
08 50% 17% 
09 0% 0% 
10 0% 29% 
0% 0% 33% 
11% 0% 19% 
0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
10% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
58% 0% 0% 
17% 0% 17% 
100% 0% 0% 
71% 0% 0% 
TABLE 21 
Percent of Teacher and Principal Priorities by Categories 
SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm 
Principals 44% 43% 3% 0% 10% 
Teachers 10% 56% 22% 0% 12% 
TABLE 22 
Percent of Elementary and Secondary Principal Priorities 
by Categories 
SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm 
Elementary 
Principals 73% 23% 0% 0% 3% 
Secondary 
Principals 26% 55% 5% 0% 14% 
TABLE 23 
Percent of Elementary and Secondary Teacher Priorities 
by Categories 
SL Curr SD P.Equip P/Comm 
Elementary 
Teachers 14% 69% 7% 0% 10% 
Secondary 
Teachers 11% 49% 28% 0% 12% 
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Objective 2 
To describe how principals and teachers determine priorities for school 
improvement. 
To accomplish this objective content analysis was conducted on the 
following research questions: 
2.1 What are the processes used to determine priorities for school 
improvement? 
2.2 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the 
process used to determine improvement priorities? 
2.3 Who are the major initiators and determinators of improvement 
priorities? 
2.4 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the major 
determinators of the improvement priority process? 
2.5 What is the extent of teacher involvement in the determination 
process? 
2.6 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the extent 
of teacher involvement in the process used to determine priorities for 
school improvement? 
Research Question 2.1 
What are the processes used to determine priorities for school 
improvement? 
Tables 24 and 25 present raw frequencies of responses of principals 
and teachers to the questions, "Does the school have a systematic wav to 
establish improvement priorities? If yes, please explain." 
One hundred percent of principals and more than half (52%) of 
teachers believed a system was in place to initiate and determine priorities for 
school improvement. 
TABLE 24 
Frequency of Principal Responses to the Question, 
"Does the school have a systematic way to 
establish improvement priorities?" 
School Yes No 
01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
x 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Total 11 (100%) 0 
Table Key: Yes=x, no=0 
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TABLE 25 
Frequency of Teacher Responses to the Question, 
"Does the school have a systematic way to 
establish improvement priorities?" 
School Yes No Total 
01 0 (0%) 3 3 
02 7 (87%) 1 8 
03 1 (33%) 2 3 
04 2 (50%) 2 4 
05 2 (33%) 4 6 
06 1 (50%) 1 2 
07 4 (57%) 3 7 
08 2 (100%) 0 2 
09 2 (67%) 1 3 
10 2 (40%) 3 5 
11 0 (0%) 1 1 
Total 23 (52%) 21 (48%) 44 
Research Question 2.2 
To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the process 
used to determine improvements priorities? 
Table 26 displays a summary of comments made by principals and 
teachers in response to the question asking them to briefly describe the 
school’s system of determining improvement priorities. 
The table indicates the congruence of teacher and principal perceptions 
of the system employed to identify and determine improvement priorities. 
TABLE 26 
Principal and Teacher Descriptions of the Priority 
Determination Process 
School Principals’ 
Perceptions 
Teachers' 
Perceptions 
01 Meetings: 
Curriculum Council 
Teachers 
District Curriculum Directors 
No response 
02 Meetings: 
Carnegie Team 
Action Teams 
Carnegie Team 
Concerns given to faculty committees 
Action Teams 
Meetings with groups of 
teachers/parents and students 
03 Staff meetings to generate priorities 
Consensus 
Parent questionnaire 
Staff meetings with majority rule 
04 School Senate 
Parents/teachers, Students, SIC 
Staff meetings 
Faculty meetings 
Faculty committees 
Request for teacher input 
05 SIC 
Written surveys: parents 
Staff meetings 
Vote by teachers after informal group 
meetings 
Inservice workshops 
Teacher generated meetings 
06 Meetings with staff 
Consensus determines priorities 
Staff meetings 
07 Faculty team leaders decide goals 
with principal 
Principal’s goals given to team leaders 
and staff for consideration 
08 Staff meeting generate priorities/then 
staff 
Staff brainstorms then votes 
09 Staff invited to give input re priorities. 
Faculty meetings 
Staff meetings 
PTO meetings 
Student Council meetings 
10 Superintendent and principal 
generated 
Written comments from faculty 
year/end report 
Administration generates & faculty 
facilitates 
Staff meetings 
Teachers suggest and decide Stall meeting teacher consensus 
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Table 27 displays data relevant to teacher awareness of the school 
improvement priorities identified for the 1988-1989 academic year for the 
Coalition for School Improvement. Teachers in the eleven schools displayed a 
high degree (85%) of awareness of the schools’ improvement priorities for the 
1988-1989 academic year. This data demonstrates that school-wide 
improvement priorities were communicated to the staff. 
TABLE 27 
Teacher Awareness of Improvement Priorities 
(1988-1989) 
School # Priorities Teacher Awareness 
01 3 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 33% 
Priority 3 = 100% 
02 1 Priority 1 = 63% 
03 3 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 100% 
Priority 3 = 67% 
04 2 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 100% 
05 2 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 86% 
06 2 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 100% 
07 4 Priority 1 =71% 
Priority 2 = 86% 
Priority 3 = 57% 
Priority 4 = 43% 
08 3 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 100% 
Priority 3 = 100% 
09 3 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 100% 
Priority 3 = 100% 
10 3 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 75% 
Priority 3 = 100% 
11 2 Priority 1 = 100% 
Priority 2 = 100% 
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Research Question 2.3 
Who are the major initiators and determinators of improvement 
priorities? 
Table 28 displays frequencies of principal responses to the question, 
"Who are the major initiators and determinators of improvement priorities?" 
Table 29 displays frequencies of teachers responses to the question, 'Who 
are the major initiators and determinators of improvement priorities?" 
TABLE 28 
Frequency of Principal Responses: Participants in 
School Priority Process 
School Teachers District Parents 
01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 
Totals 11 (100%) 4 (36%) 8 (73%) 
Students 
0 
x 
0 
x 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
x 
3 (27%) 
x = yes 
0 = no 
All eleven principals in the sample believed teachers were involved in 
collecting and processing data relating to school priorities; 36% believed the 
district, or central office, played a role in providing information for school 
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priorities. Seventy-three percent of the principals also identified parents as 
participants in the improvement priority determination process; 27% felt 
student input also was considered when determining priorities. 
TABLE 29 
Frequency of Teacher Responses; 
Participants in the Priority Process 
Total # 
Schools Teachers District Parents Students Responses 
01 2 2 2 2 8 
02 6 5 4 3 18 
03 2 3 2 0 7 
04 2 1 1 0 4 
05 6 1 4 3 14 
06 2 0 0 0 2 
07 3 1 2 0 6 
08 2 2 1 1 6 
09 3 0 3 0 6 
10 3 3 2 0 8 
11 3 2 0 0 5 
Totals 34 (40%) 20 (24%) 21 (25%) 9 (11%) 84 
Forty percent of teacher-responses identified teachers as participants in 
the priority setting process; the district was identified as a major participant in 
24% of the responses as were parents. Teachers identified students as 
participants in the process in only 11 % of their responses. 
Research Question 2.4 
To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the major 
determinators of the improvement priority process? 
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Table 30 compares the responses of principals and teachers to the 
question, "Who are the major initiators and determinators of improvement 
priorities?" 
TABLE 30 
Percent of Principal and Teacher Responses to the Question, 
"Who are the major initiators and determinators 
of improvement priorities?" 
Teachers District Parents Student 
Principals 100% 36% 73% 27% 
Teachers 40% 24% 25% 11% 
Principals and teachers failed to agree on a number of points. For 
example, 60% fewer teachers than principals identified teachers as involved in 
the establishing of school improvement priorities; a much higher percentage 
of principals (73%) than teachers (24%) believed parents played an active role 
in helping initiate and determine education improvement goals. More 
principals (27%) than teachers (11%) believed students were involved in the 
process for deciding school improvement priorities. 
Research Question 2.5 
What is the extent of teacher involvement in the determination process? 
Table 31 details frequencies of principal responses to the question of 
the extent of teacher involvement in the determination process. Almost three- 
quarters (73%) felt teachers were very involved in the process. 
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TABLE 31 
Frequency of Principal Responses to the Question, 
"To what extent are teachers involved in 
determining improvement priorities?" 
School 
Very 
Involved 
Moderately 
Involved 
Not 
Involved 
01 0 X 0 
02 X 0 0 
03 X 0 0 
04 X 0 0 
05 X 0 0 
06 X 0 0 
07 0 X 0 
08 X 0 0 
09 X 0 0 
10 0 X 0 
11 X 0 0 
Total 8 (73%) 3 (27%) 0 
Table 32 details teacher responses to the question, "To what extent are 
teachers involved in the determination process?" 
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TABLE 32 
Frequency of Teacher responses to question, "To what extent 
are teachers involved in the determination process?" 
School 
Very 
Involved 
Moderately 
Involved 
Not 
Involved 
Total 
Responses 
01 0 3 0 3 
02 5 3 0 8 
03 1 1 1 3 
04 1 2 0 3 
05 4 3 0 7 
06 2 0 0 2 
07 0 5 1 6 
08 2 0 0 2 
09 2 1 0 3 
10 0 4 0 4 
11 3 0 0 3 
Total 20 (45%) 22 (50%) 2 (5%) 44 
Forty-five percent of teachers believed teachers "very involved" in the 
determination process. Half (50%) felt teachers are "moderately involved" in 
the process to determine priority. Five percent believe teachers are "not 
involved" in this priority determination procedure. 
Research Question 2.6 
To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the extent of 
teacher involvement in the determination process? 
Table 33 compares responses of principals and teachers to the 
question of extent of teacher involvement in the determining of school 
priorities and indicates considerable disagreement concerning the extent of 
teacher involvement in the process to identify school priorities. 
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TABLE 33 
Comparison of Principal and Teachers’ Responses 
to the Question, "To what extent are teachers involved in the process 
used to determine priorities for school improvement?" 
Very Moderately 
Involved Involved Not Involved 
Principal 73% 27% 0 
Teachers 45% 50% 5% 
Objective 3 
To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the process for 
determining priorities for school improvement. 
To accomplish this objective content analysis was conducted on two 
research questions. 
3.1 What is the degree of teacher satisfaction with the process for 
determining priorities? 
3.2 To what extent do teachers wish to be involved in the process for 
determining priorities? 
Research Question 3.1 
What is the degree of teacher satisfaction with the process for 
determining priorities? 
Tables 34 and 35 display frequency of teacher responses to questions 
ascertaining levels of satisfaction with first, the priority initiation process and 
second, the priority determination process. Teachers appear generally 
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satisfied with both processes, though they are less satisfied with processes 
employed to determine priorities. 
TABLE 34 
Frequency of Teacher Responses to Question, "To what degree 
are you satisfied with the process used 
to suggest improvement priorities?" 
School 
Very 
Satisfied 
Somewhat Somewhat 
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Total # 
Responses 
01 0 2 1 0 1 4 
02 2 4 1 0 0 7 
03 0 1 1 0 1 3 
04 1 2 0 0 0 3 
05 3 2 1 0 0 6 
06 2 0 0 0 0 2 
07 1 4 0 0 0 5 
08 2 0 0 0 0 2 
09 1 1 1 0 0 3 
10 1 1 2 0 0 4 
11 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Totals 16 (38%) 17 (40%) 7 (17%) 0 2 (4%) 42 
TABLE 35 
Frequency of Teacher Responses to Question, "To what degree 
are you satisfied with the process used 
to determine improvement priorities?" 
Very Somewhat Somewhat Total # 
School Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Responses 
01 0 1 1 1 0 3 
02 2 4 0 0 1 7 
03 0 1 1 0 1 3 
04 1 1 1 0 0 3 
05 1 0 1 4 0 6 
06 1 1 0 0 0 2 
07 0 1 3 1 0 5 
08 2 0 0 0 0 2 
09 1 1 1 0 0 3 
10 1 0 0 3 0 4 
11 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Totals 12 (29%) 10 (24%) 8 (20%) 9 (22%) 2 (5%) 41 
Research Question 3.2 
To what extent do teachers wish to be involved in the process for 
determining priorities? 
Table 36 displays frequencies of teacher responses to the question, "To 
what extent do you believe teachers want to be involved in the process 
resulting in establishment of school improvement priorities"? Ninety-seven 
percent of respondents indicated they wish to be involved to some degree in 
the priority determination process. 
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TABLE 36 
Frequency of Teacher Responses to the Question, "To what extent 
do you believe teachers want to be involved in the process 
resulting in establishment of school improvement priorities?" 
School 
Very 
Involved 
Moderately 
Involved 
Not 
Involved 
Total # 
Responses 
01 1 2 0 3 
02 3 2 0 5 
03 1 1 1 3 
04 1 1 0 2 
05 4 2 0 6 
06 2 0 0 2 
07 2 2 0 4 
08 1 0 0 1 
09 2 1 0 3 
10 2 2 0 4 
11 3 0 0 3 
Total 22 (61%) 13 (36%) 1 (3%) 36 
Findinas-bv-School 
Each school is a unique entity. The findings for each of the study’s 
eleven schools describe the nature of its education improvement priorities, the 
processes employed to suggest and initiate the priorities and the degree of 
teacher satisfaction with the processes. 
School 01 
Priorities. There was considerable variance between principal and 
teacher priorities in relation to whether they were described in terms of 
student learning, curriculum, staff development, parents and the community at 
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large. (The rate of teacher response to the questionnaire was 50%.) Sixty - 
seven percent of improvement priorities were stated in terms of student 
learning by the principal, while teachers identified 16% of priorities in terms of 
student behavior. Half the teachers' priorities were described in terms of 
curriculum; the principal identified 33% of priorities in these terms. One-third 
of teacher priorities related to parents and the community; the principal did 
not describe any priorities in this category. The principal and teacher 
respondents agreed that science and mathematics were two areas of the 
curriculum meriting improvement. All the teachers were aware of two 
improvement priorities given the Coalition for School Improvement and one- 
third of the teachers was aware of the third priority. 
Process. The principal described a priority determination process 
based upon consensus of staff and meeting with the school’s Curriculum 
Council, teachers and district Curriculum Directors. Teachers did not respond 
to the section of the questionnaire asking details of the priority setting 
process. The principal and two teachers believed the district’s central office 
was influential in initiating and determining goals. While teachers believed 
parents and students play9d a role in processing and collecting data tor 
priority determination, the principal did not mention either group in this 
respect. The principal believed the parents contributed much to the school 
environment but did not usually make suggestions for school-wide 
improvement priorities. The parents were supportive of decisions made by 
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the professional staff relating to priorities. The principal and all the teachers 
agreed that teachers were "moderately involved" in the process to determine 
school priorities. Two-thirds of the teachers stated they believed teachers 
wished to be "moderately involved" in the priority initiation process. One-third 
of the respondents believed teachers wished to be 'Very involved" in the 
determination of school priorities. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction: Three-quarters of the teachers 
expressed satisfaction with the process used to initiate priorities; 25% 
expressed dissatisfaction. Two-thirds expressed satisfaction with the 
determination process as well. 
School 02 
Priorities. The improvement priorities identified by the principal and 
teacher-respondents of this school accounted for 43% of the total number of 
priorities in this study. The rate of teacher response to the study was 57%. 
School 02 is a Carnegie School and the data suggests a proactive principal, 
faculty and parent group. Priorities were wide ranging and encompassed 
every facet of schooling. They ranged from researching changes in teacher 
evaluation to the development of a multi-media activity center; from 
researching restructuring of the school day, to assisting potential drop-outs 
and at-risk students through an alternative education program. Fifty-seven 
percent of teacher priorities were stated in terms of curriculum, 19% in terms 
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of parents and the community, 11% in terms of staff development, 14% in 
terms of student learning. Sixty-three percent of the teachers were aware of 
the improvement priority for the Coalition for School Improvement for the 
1988-1989 academic year. Principal priorities were similar: 14% student 
learning, 59% curriculum, 7% staff development, 21% parents and the 
community. 
Process. Eighty-seven percent of teacher respondents believed there 
was a systematic procedure to determine priorities in the school. The 
principal and teachers agreed that the process to determine improvement 
priorities included meetings with the Carnegie and Action Teams and other 
faculty committees. They agreed that teachers, parents and students were 
involved in initiating and determining improvement priorities. Twenty-seven 
percent of the teacher responses indicated the district assisted in initiating 
and determining priorities. The principal perceived the district office as 
playing more of a supportive than a directive role in establishing individual 
building improvement priorities. The principal believed teachers were "very 
involved" in the determination of education priorities. Sixty-three percent of 
teachers agreed with this perception, while 37% felt teachers were "moderately 
involved". Sixty percent of teachers felt teachers wished to be 'Very involved11 
in determining priorities; 40% believed teachers wished to be “moderately 
involved". 
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Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Twenty-eight percent of teachers were 
"very satisfied" with process used to initiate improvement priorities; 57% were 
"somewhat satisfied", and 14% were "satisfied" with the priority initiation 
process. Teachers expressed a lesser degree of satisfaction with the 
determination of priorities process. While 28% were "very satisfied", 57% were 
"somewhat satisfied", 14% were "dissatisfied". 
School 03 
Priorities. All improvement priorities identified by teachers and half 
those identified by principal in this school were described in terms of 
curriculum. The rate of teacher response was 100%. Teachers were 
particularly interested in developing new curriculum units and implementing 
the recently developed science and health curricula. One hundred percent of 
teacher priorities related to curriculum, while half the principal’s priorities did 
so. All teachers were aware of two of the three priorities for the Coalition for 
School Improvement; the third priority had an awareness rating of 67%. The 
principal focused upon increasing student learning through effective grouping 
strategies and in assisting students to gain a sense of community. 
Process. Two-thirds of teacher respondents did not perceive a 
systematic procedure to collect and process improvement priorities. The 
principal and teachers agreed that improvement priorities were generated and 
determined in a democratic manner using staff meetings as the mam vehicle 
for discussing school goals. The teachers and principal concurred that 
teachers, parents and the district office participated in the priority 
determination process. While the principal believed teachers were “very 
involved" in determining priorities, the teacher respondents differed in their 
perceptions of the degree of teacher involvement: one-third believed they 
were "very involved", one-third believed teachers were "moderately involved", 
and one third believed teachers were "not involved" in the determination 
process. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Two-thirds of the teachers were 
pleased with their involvement in the initiation and determination of 
improvement priorities indicating they were "somewhat satisfied" with both 
processes. One-third indicated they were "dissatisfied" with both the initiating 
and determination processes. 
School 04 
Priorities. The rate of teacher response (23%) was the lowest of all 
sample schools. This school suffered the most severe reductions in staff and 
programs (particularly the successful drop-out prevention program) of the 
sample schools due to an enormous decrease in aid from the state of 
Massachusetts. The principal's two improvement priorities as well as the one 
priority by a teacher focused on the marginal student. As programs dealing 
with this student population were virtually eliminated, it is possible that the low 
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rate of return reflect a demoralized faculty. The principal’s priorities were 
stated in terms of student behavior. The one teacher priority was stated in 
curricular terms. All the teachers were aware of the school’s two 
improvement goals submitted to the Coalition for School Improvement for the 
1988-1989 academic year. 
Process. Half the teachers believed there was a systematic way to 
collect and process data relating to education improvement priorities. 
Teachers believed faculty meetings were the major avenue for gathering data 
relating to school improvement goals, while the principal was more specific in 
responding to questions relating to procedures used to determine priorities, 
referring specifically to a School Senate (consisting of teachers, parents and 
students) as a means to acquire knowledge about priorities as well as staff 
meetings. The principal believed teachers, the district office, parents and 
students were involved in the determination of priorities. Teachers did not 
believe students actively participated in determining priorities, but concurred 
with the principal that parents, teachers and the district-office played a role in 
the priority determination process. Teachers believed they were involved in 
the process (two-thirds felt "moderately involved" and one-third felt "veny 
involved); the principal perceived teachers as "very involved" in determining 
school improvement goals. 
Henree of Teacher Satisfaction. Two-thirds of the teachers were 
"somewhat satisfied", and one-third were 'Very satisfied" with the extent of 
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teacher involvement with the initiating of priorities. One-third of the teachers 
were "satisfied" with the process used to determine priorities; one-third were 
"somewhat satisfied", and one-third were "very satisfied". 
School 05 
Priorities. At the time of this study, the school had an acting principal. 
The newly hired principal was due to arrive the month following the interview. 
Sixty-four percent of teachers responded to the questionnaire. All priorities 
identified by the principal were expressed in terms of student learning; none 
of the teacher priorities were in these terms. The priorities by both the 
principal and the teacher respondents reflected concern with the school’s 
reading program. Fifty percent of the principal’s and the teacher’s priorities 
involved the reading program and ranged from concerns about the basal 
readers, to concerns with how best to teach reading. Ninety percent of 
teacher priorities were in the curricular area. All the teachers were aware of 
one of the two priorities submitted to the Coalition for School Improvement; 
86% of teachers were aware of the second priority. 
Process. One-third of teacher respondents believed there was a 
system for collecting and processing improvement priorities. Teachers 
identified staff meetings as a means to gather information from teachers 
regarding the establishment of improvement priorities. The principal believed 
staff meetings were one way to collect information about possible priorities 
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but believed parent surveys be an important method of gathering data 
concerning improvement priorities. The principal identified teachers and 
parents as two major participants in the priority identification process; the 
teachers believed the district office, parents, students and the faculty were all 
part of the initiation and determination process. Fifty-seven percent of 
teachers felt 'Very involved" in the determination process, while the remaining 
43% felt "moderately involved". The acting principal believed teachers were 
"very involved" in the determination process. Sixty-seven percent of teacher 
believed teachers wanted to be 'Very involved" in determining school priorities. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Half the teachers were 'Very satisfied" 
with their involvement in initiation improvement priorities; 33% were "somewhat 
satisfied" and 17% "satisfied". Satisfaction levels with the determination 
process were dramatically different. Sixty-seven percent of respondents were 
"somewhat dissatisfied" with their roles as determinators of school 
improvement priorities. Seventeen percent were "satisfied" and 17% were 
'Very satisfied" with the extent of teacher involvement in determining priorities. 
School 06 
Priorities. There was a 100% rate of return by teacher respondents in 
this school. While 40% of the principal’s priorities were expressed in terms of 
student learning, none of the teachers described priorities in terms of student 
behaviors; instead teachers used curricular terms to describe all priorities. 
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The current school priorities concerned providing students with multicultural 
and multiethnic experiences, continuing curriculum projects in spelling and 
social studies and an interest in working on a recycling program. Two 
improvement priorities were identified for the 1988-1989 academic year and 
respondents were aware of both. 
Process. There was agreement between the principal and teachers 
that the priorities were initiated and determined through a consensus process 
and that staff meetings were the major way consensus was achieved. The 
teachers and principal also agreed that teachers were the major determinators 
of priorities. Neither the principal nor the teacher respondents believed 
parents, students or the district office played a central role in the process. 
The principal and teachers agreed that teachers were "very involved" in the 
procedures used to determine school priorities. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. There was 100% agreement by 
teachers that they were "very satisfied" with their role in initiating improvement 
priorities. Half felt "very satisfied" and half were "somewhat satisfied" with their 
role in determining priorities. They unanimously concurred that teachers 
wished to be "very involved" in the determination process. 
School 07 
Priorities. There was substantive congruence between principal and 
teacher identified improvement priorities. The priorities indicated the social 
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studies curriculum needed improvement, peer coaching ought to be explored, 
and strategies for teaching manipulative in mathematics ought to be 
investigated. Teachers wished on-going evaluation of the new Language Arts 
program. There was substantial differentiation in how the priorities were 
expressed. Fifty-eight percent of teachers identified priorities in terms of staff 
development; none of the principal’s priorities were expressed in these terms. 
The principal did identify 83% of priorities in terms of student learning; none 
of the teachers did so. Forty-two percent of teacher priorities were described 
in terms of curriculum and 17% of principal priorities were expressed in this 
way. The school identified four improvement priorities for the 1988-1989 
academic year. Teacher awareness of these priorities ranged from a high of 
86% to a low of 43%. There was a 62% rate of teacher response. 
Process. More than half (57%) the teachers believed the school had a 
systematic method to establish education improvement goals. There was 
general agreement concerning the ways priorities were determined. The 
principal emphasized the role of Team Leaders (elected by the faculty) as 
conduits of faculty sentiments about priorities, and believed he reached a 
consensus with the team leaders and priorities were determined. The 
teachers alluded to the important role of Team Leaders but believed the 
principal tended to initiate priorities for consideration of the Team Leaders and 
then by the faculty. The principal felt teachers and parents played a key role 
in the determination process. Half the teachers identified teachers as 
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participants in the process; 17% believed the district also was influential in 
deciding priorities; 33% believed parents also were involved in the process. 
There was agreement between 83% of teachers and the principal that 
teachers were "moderately involved" in determining priorities. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Eighty percent of teachers felt 
"somewhat satisfied" with the process to initiate priorities; 20% felt "very 
satisfied". There was a lesser degree of satisfaction with the determination 
process. Sixty percent felt "satisfied", 20% "somewhat satisfied", and 20% 
were "somewhat dissatisfied". Half the sample believed teachers wished to be 
"very involved" in determining improvement priorities; half believed teachers 
wished to be involved to a moderate extent. 
School 08 
Priorities. The principal and teachers agreed upon many of the 
improvement priorities. There was a 67% rate of response by teachers. Both 
indicated particular interest in two on-going efforts; (1) improving childrens 
writing skills and (2) building a positive learning environment as a school 
community. There was strong emphasis placed upon priorities assisting the 
teachers, parents and students to work together and foster a sense of 
community. Eighty-three percent of the principal-identified priorities were 
expressed in terms of student learning, and the remaining priorities were 
described in terms of curriculum. Half the priorities of teachers were 
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described in terms of student learning, 17% described curriculum priorities, 
17% pertained to staff development, and 17% related to parents and the 
community. 
Process. There was full agreement that the principal had a system in 
place to determine priorities and that the system involved staff meetings and 
an eventual vote to decide what each year’s priorities ought to be. The 
principal identified teachers and parents as key determinators of priorities. 
The teachers identified teachers (33%), the district (33%), parents (17%) and 
students (17%) as participants in the process. There was 100% awareness of 
the three improvement priorities submitted to the Coalition for School 
Improvement for the 1988-1989 academic year. There was also agreement 
between principal and teachers that teachers were "very involved" in the 
process to determine school priorities. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. School 08 was one of two sample 
schools where 100% of the teachers responded they were 'Very satisfied" with 
the process used to initiate and the process used to determine priorities. Half 
the teacher sample of the school believed teachers wished to be very 
involved in the determination process. 
School 09 
Priorities. The principal and teachers agreed that cooperative learning 
strategics ought to be a school priority. The principal stated this in terms of 
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student learning, and the teachers in terms of professional development. 
Three-quarters of the principal’s priorities were expressed in terms of student 
learning; the one teacher priority identified was described in terms of 
professional development. The principal placed much emphasis upon the 
concept of the school as a family-as a community. There was 100% 
awareness by teachers of the three school improvement priorities determined 
by the school for the previous academic year. Half the teachers in this 
school responded to the questionnaire. 
Process. Two-thirds of the teachers felt there was a system in the 
school to determine priorities. Teachers agreed with the principal that staff 
meetings were a major way priorities were initiated and determined. Teachers 
specifically identified the PTO and the Student Council as influencing priority 
decision making. The principal felt teachers, the district, and parents 
participated in the process. Teachers did not identify either the district or 
students as participants in the determination of priorities. The principal 
indicated teachers were "very involved" in determining improvement priorities. 
Two-thirds of teachers concurred with this perception with one-third feeling 
only "moderately involved". 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Teachers’ degree of satisfaction with 
the initiation process and the determination process were consistent. One- 
third felt 'Very satisfied", one-third felt "somewhat satisfied" and one-third felt 
"satisfied". Two-thirds believed teachers wished to be 'Very involved" in 
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determining school priorities and one-third of respondents replied that 
teachers wished to be "moderately" involved. 
School 10 
Priorities. None of the total of fifteen improvement priorities identified 
by the principal and staff were expressed in terms of student learning. All 
(100%) the principal’s priorities and 29% of teacher priorities were described 
in terms of curriculum. School 10 had a high percentage of teacher-identified 
priorities expressed in terms of staff development (71%). Teachers indicated 
an interest in improving teaching strategies relating tc cooperative learning, 
critical thinking, and mathematics. They also wished to develop science kits 
and rewrite the school’s philosophy. The principal’s priorities involved 
developing a drug and alcohol policy, reviewing the scope and sequence of 
the secondary health curriculum and the social studies curriculum. Teachers 
displayed a high recognition rate of the previous year’s improvement priorities: 
100% were aware of two of the three priorities; 75% were aware of the third 
priority. Eighty-three percent of the teachers responded to the questionnaire. 
Process. Forty percent of teacher respondents believed the school had 
a systematic way to determine school priorities. The principal and staff 
agreed that priority initiation and determination were primarily a top-down 
process. One teacher explained, "the administration generates and the staff 
facilitates." The principal believed teachers did play a role in deciding 
129 
priorities through a year-end questionnaire in which they were asked to 
describe areas in which the school might improve. The teachers concurred, 
indicating they believed teachers did participate in the priority determination 
process. The principal and 100% of the teachers agreed that teachers were 
"moderately involved" in the process. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Fifty percent of teachers were 
"satisfied" with the process used to initiate priorities; 25% were "moderately 
satisfied", and 24% were "very satisfied". There was a much lesser degree of 
satisfaction with the process used to determine priorities. Seventy-five percent 
of teachers were "somewhat dissatisfied" with the determination process; 25% 
indicated they were "very satisfied". Half the teachers felt teachers wanted to 
be "very involved" in the determination process; half believed teachers 
preferred to be "moderately involved". 
School 11 
Priorities. All principal-identified improvement priorities were expressed 
in terms of student learning; the one teacher identified priority was in 
curricular terms. The priorities submitted included increasing student and staff 
understanding of the multicultural aspects of the school, creating appropriate 
learning environment to increase learning of marginal students, and increasing 
student learning in the area of writing and study skills. Seventy-five percent of 
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teachers responded to the questionnaires. All teachers were aware of the 
three school priorities submitted to the Coalition for School Improvement. 
Process. The principals and teachers agreed that the process used to 
initiate and determine priorities was democratic; teachers and the principal 
(who also taught) initiated and determined priorities as a committee-of-the 
whole. All teachers and the principal identified teachers as playing a role in 
the determination process. In addition, two-thirds of the teachers identified 
the district as participating in the priority determination process. The principal 
and teachers also agreed that teachers in the school were "very involved" with 
the procedures used to initiate and determine priorities. 
Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. School 11 is one of two sample 
schools in which teachers indicated they were "very satisfied" with both the 
process used to initiate priorities and the process used to determine priorities. 
All teachers responded that they believed teachers wished to be "very 
involved" in determining school priorities. 
Summary 
This chapter presented data obtained from principals and teachers in 
eleven schools through interviews and questionnaires. The data were 
described and analyzed. Three types of data were presented in tabular and 
narrative form. The first detailed school improvement priorities designated by 
principal and teachers. The second described processes identified by 
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teachers and principals pertaining to the initiation and determination of school 
improvement priorities. The third described teachers’ degrees of satisfaction 
with these processes. The following chapter summarizes the research 
findings by objectives and then relates them to issues of education 
improvement at the level of the single school. It concludes with 
recommendations for further study. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 
This summary chapter has four sections. The first section presents a 
summary of the study, reiterating its problem, purpose and methodologies. 
Second, major findings are presented for each of the study’s three objectives. 
Third, conclusions and implications are presented. Fourth, recommendations 
are suggested. 
Summary of the Study 
How to effect significant school improvement is the focus of the 
broader scope of this study. A growing body of research (cited in Chapter II, 
The Review of the Literature) suggests global efforts to change all schools 
must ultimately fail; efforts to change schools, one school at a time, may 
succeed. Two factors must be considered if change is to occur at the level 
of the local school. First, the unique character of the individual school must 
be understood and respected. Second, those wishing to effect change must 
undertake reform efforts in the spirit of the findings of the research on the 
process of change. It appears that it is through a localized approach to 
school reform, that renewal may occur. 
The population for this study consisted of principals and teachers from 
the eleven core schools of the Coalition tor School improvement, a school- 
university partnership committed to the philosophy that school improvement 
must be school specific. 
The first year the Coalition for School Improvement was in operation 
was 1985 and it was during this first year that Mkangaza interviewed 
principals to ascertain improvement priority designation and procedures 
employed to secure data leading to priority designation. The findings were 
published in 1987. 
One intent of this current study was to examine priority identification 
and determination in the same schools four years later and thus provide new 
information relative to both the nature of the principal-identified improvement 
priorities and the processes used to determine the priorities. Teachers were 
added to the sample for this study and a comparison of their perceptions of 
improvement priorities with the principals’ fulfills one of Mkangaza’s 
recommendations for further study. In addition, teachers perceptions of the 
processes to determine priorities and their degrees of satisfaction with the 
process add to the body of research specifically concerning the Coalition for 
School Improvement partnership. The findings may prove useful to those 
working in other school/university partnerships and also to those individuals 
interested in examining ways to improve teaching and learning at the level of 
the local school. 
This study had three major purposes. The first was to identify what 
teachers and principals believe to be improvement priorities at the single 
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school level. The second was to investigate how teachers and principals 
determine priorities for educational improvement. The third was to assess the 
degree of teacher satisfaction with that process. The research objectives of 
the study were: 
1. To describe priorities identified by teachers and principals to bring 
about improvement. 
2. To describe how teachers and principals determine priorities for 
school improvement. 
3. To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities for improvement. 
There were five research questions related to the first objective: 
11 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of student learning? 
1.2 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of curriculum? 
1.3 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of staff development? 
1.4 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of purchase of equipment? 
1.5 To what extent are priorities for school improvement expressed in 
terms of parents and the larger community? 
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The second objective was guided by six research questions: 
2.1 What are the processes used to determine priorities for school 
improvement? 
2.2 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the 
process used to determine improvement priorities? 
2.3 Who are the major initiators and determinators of improvement 
priorities? 
2.4 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the major 
determinators of the improvement priority process? 
2.5 What is the extent of teacher involvement in the determination 
process? 
2.6 To what extent do principals and teachers agree about the extent 
of teacher involvement in the process used to determine priorities for 
school improvement? 
The third objective was guided by two research questions: 
3.1 What is the degree of teacher satisfaction with the process for 
determining priorities? 
3.2 To what extent do teachers wish to be involved in the process for 
determining priorities? 
Data for the three objectives were obtained from principals and a 
random sample of teachers in the eleven core schools of the Coalition for 
School Improvement. The school sample consisted of seven elementary 
schools, one middle school, two middle-high schools and one comprehensive 
high school. Three of the schools were in urban areas, one was in a 
suburban section of Western Massachusetts and seven were in rural areas. 
The principals provided data identifying and describing improvement priorities 
and the processes used to initiate and determine them. The random sample 
of teachers provided data identifying and describing improvement priorities, 
processes used to initiate and determine them and degrees of satisfaction 
with the determination process. 
Data from the eleven principals were collected through interviews 
conducted by the researcher in each principal’s school; one principal interview 
was a telephone interview. Data from the teachers were collected through 
distribution and collection of a researcher-developed questionnaire. A random 
sample of 92. teachers received the questionnaire and 50 teachers responded. 
There was a 54% response rate by individual teachers and a 66% rate of 
response by school. Results of the analysis of findings for each of the three 
objectives were interpreted based on frequencies of responses. The findings 
were presented in two ways: first, frequency distribution tables provided 
tabular evidence of findings; second, a school-by-schoo! narrative summarized 
resuits from all three objectives as the findings related to that particular 
school. 
Objective I ("to describe priorities identified by principal and teachers to 
bring about improvement") data were obtained through principal interviews 
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and a questionnaire distributed to teachers. Principals and teachers were 
given school improvement priorities that had been submitted to the Coalition 
for School Improvement the previous year and asked to comment whether the 
priorities were attained, on-going, or modified for the current academic year. 
They were then asked to identify any "new" improvement priorities for the 
1988-1990 school year. Teachers were also asked whether they were aware 
of the priorities for the previous year. Content analysis was then used to 
determine the characteristics of each priority and to ascertain whether it 
tended to be stated in terms of student learning, curriculum, staff 
development, purchase of equipment, or parents and the community. 
Data for Objective 2 ("to describe how principals and teachers 
determine priorities for school improvement") were collected by interview with 
principals and a questionnaire to teachers. Principals and teachers were 
asked whether their school had a system to collect and process information 
relating to school priorities, who were the major initiators and determinators of 
change and the extent of teacher involvement in the process. A content 
analysis determined individual school procedures for establishing improvement 
priorities from both the principal's and teachers’ perspectives, perceptions by 
principals and teachers of the participants in the process and perceptions by 
principals and teachers relating to the extent of teacher involvement in the 
initiation and determination of school priorities. 
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Objective 3 (“to describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities") data were obtained from teacher 
questionnaires. Teachers were asked to describe their level of satisfaction 
towards the process of priority initiation and then towards the process for 
priority determination. Content analysis was then used to ascertain degrees 
of satisfaction with both processes. 
Major Findings 
The major findings of the study are presented according to the 
questions the investigation was designed to answer. 
Objective 1: To describe priorities identified by teachers and principals to 
bring about improvement. 
Research Question 1.1. To what extent are priorities for school 
improvement expressed in terms of student learning? 
Major Findings. The principals of the core schools of the Coalition for 
School Improvement expressed priorities for school improvement in terms of 
student learning 44% of the time. (Mkangaza's study, p. 108, conducted four 
years before this study, found a 3.2% student learning priority identification 
rate by principals of these same schools.) In the current study, all 
improvement priorities were expressed in terms of student behaviors by three 
principals. Only one principal failed to identify any priorities focused directly 
upon students. In Mkangaza’s study seven principals focused on aspects of 
schooling other than student learning (p. 195). 
There was considerable variance between elementary and secondary 
school principals’ expression of priorities in terms of student learning. 
Seventy-three percent of elementary school principals’ priorities were 
described in terms of student learning, whereas 26% of secondary school 
principals expressed priorities in terms of the learner. 
There was discrepancy also between teacher and principal responses 
relating to priorities expressed in terms of student learning. Only 10% of 
teachers described education improvement priorities in terms of learners while 
44% of principals did so. Teachers in eight (03, 04, 05, 06, 07, 09, 10, 11) of 
the eleven schools failed to describe a single learning priority in terms of 
student behaviors. There was not much variance between elementary and 
secondary school teachers’ percentages of priorities in terms of student 
behaviors: 14% of elementary teachers and 11 % of secondary teachers 
described improvement priorities in terms of learner. 
Research Question 1.2. To what extent are priorities for school 
improvement expressed in terms of curriculum? 
Major Findings. More than half (56%) the teachers and 43% of the 
principals expressed improvement priorities in terms of program/curriculum. 
Twenty-seven percent of priorities identified by principals in Mkangaza’s study 
cited priorities in terms of curriculum (p. 197). Teachers in four schools (03, 
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04, 06, 11) described all priorities in curricular terms. There was considerable 
variance between secondary and elementary principals’ expression of priorities 
in terms of curriculum. Fifty-five percent of secondary school principals 
viewed priorities in curricular terms; slightly less than one-fourth (23%) of 
elementary school principals expressed priorities according to curricular 
objectives. While more secondary than elementary principals described 
curricular improvement priorities, more elementary (69%) than secondary 
(49%) teachers did so. 
Research Question 1.3. To what extent are priorities for school 
improvement expressed in terms of staff development? 
Major Findings. There was disparity between principals and teachers 
regarding the percentage of improvement priorities related to staff 
development. Forty-three percent of principal priorities and 56% of teacher 
priorities were described in terms of staff development activities and training. 
None of the elementary school principals expressed a priority in terms of staff 
development, while only 5% of secondary school principals did so. More 
secondary (28%) school teachers than elementary (7%) teachers described 
priorities iri staff development terms. 
Rnsnarch Question 1.4. To what extent are priorities for school 
improvement expressed in terms of purchase of equipment' 
Major Findings. None of the total of 154 improvement priorities was 
expressed in terms of purchase of equipment. The researcher speculates that 
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the current fiscal crisis in Massachusetts may have influenced this finding. 
Facing a deficit of more than $1 billion, the state legislature severely curtailed 
state funding to localities. This reduction in aid severely impacted upon all 
school budgets. Respondents may not designate a priority in terms of 
equipment because the tight money situation precludes new equipment 
purchases. 
Research Question 1.5. To what extent are priorities for school 
improvement expressed in terms of parents and the larger community? 
Major Findings. There was virtual agreement between principals’ (10%) 
and teachers’ (12%) percentages of identified priorities related to parents and 
the community. There was some discrepancy between elementary principals 
(3%) and secondary principals (14%) percentage of priorities described in 
terms of parents and the community. Elementary and secondary school 
teachers’ percentages of parents and the larger community improvement 
priorities varied little; ten% of elementary teachers and 13% of secondary 
teachers described priorities in these terms. 
Objective 2: To describe how principals and teachers determine priorities for 
school improvement. 
Rpsftarch Question 2.1. What are the processes used to determine 
priorities for school improvement? 
142 
Major Findings. All of the principals (100%) and 52% of the teachers 
believed the school had a systematic way to establish improvement priorities. 
Ninety percent of principals cited staff meetings as a major way to solicit 
teacher input. Four principals also used faculty (and sometimes faculty- 
parent-student) committees to represent the faculty-as-a-whole in the 
determination process. The most common way to collect and process data 
for determining school improvement priorities was to hold faculty meetings 
and ask the staff for their input regarding improvement priorities. Teachers 
were aware of the school’s priorities for improvement and demonstrated a 
very high degree of familiarity with the priorities submitted to the Coalition for 
School Improvement for the 1988-1989 academic year. Almost two-thirds of 
the total number of priorities were recognized by 100% of the school’s 
respondents. Teachers in five schools (04, 06, 08, 09, 11) were aware of 
100% of the priorities in their schools. 
Mkangaza’s found that principals in 1985 decided priorities primarily 
upon personal observations about the needs in their schools. The current 
study finds this no longer to be an accurate description of priority setting 
processes particularly in five of the sample schools (02, 03, 06, 08, 11) where 
a genuine consensus emerges based on the collective participation of the 
school community. Only one school indicated priorities were primarily 
determined by the administration and all the teacher-respondents in that 
school indicated they felt "moderately involved" in the determination process 
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although their input was primarily submitted to the principal in writing. 
Principals interviewed for this study genuinely involved others in the initiating 
of priorities, generally soliciting suggestions for priorities from parents and 
particularly from teachers via faculty meetings or meetings with representatives 
of the faculty. The final determination of priorities in 45% of the schools, was 
arrived at through a consensus process. The processes employed to 
determine priorities in the remaining schools appeared to be more hierarchical 
in nature and dependent upon the decision of the principal. 
Research Question 2.2. To what extent do principals and teacher 
agree about the process used to determine school improvement priorities? 
Major Findings. When asked to elaborate upon the system-in-place to 
identify and determine priorities there was general agreement between the 
perception of the principal and the perceptions of the teachers in each school 
regarding priority determination processes. There was consensus between 
the principal’s and teachers’ description of both the priority initiation and 
priority determination processes in ten of the eleven sample schools. One 
school’s (01) teachers did not respond to the question relating to procedures 
used to select priorities. Teachers in all eleven schools were aware of the 
improvement priorities by the school for the 1988-1989 academic year. Sixty- 
eight percent of the priorities received a rating of 100% awareness by 
teachers in the sample schools. 
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Research Question 2.3. Who are the major initiators and determinators 
of improvement priorities? 
Major Findings. All sample principals indicated teachers were involved 
in initiating and determining priorities. Almost three-fourths (73%) indicated 
parents also influenced determination of priorities, although in describing 
processes to establish the priorities most principals indicated they did not 
formalize ways to gain parent input. Thirty-six percent of principals believed 
the district played a part in priority determination. The extent of the 
involvement of the district office varied from school to school but generally the 
urban schools described more district involvement than rural schools. Those 
schools in regional districts indicated the district played more of a supportive 
than directive role in the priority. The role of the district in determining 
priorities in regional school districts varied it seemed depending upon the 
leadership style of the superintendent. Principals identified students as 
participants in the determination process in three of the eleven sample 
schools. 
When teachers were given a list consisting of teachers, parents, the 
district, students and asked to comment whether the groups were involved, 
40% indicated they believed they were involved in determining priorities. (It is 
interesting to note than in another section of the questionnaire teachers were 
specifically asked to indicate the level of teacher involvement. The response 
rate to the more direct question concerning teacher involvement was that 95% 
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felt involved). One-quarter felt parents played a role in determining priorities, 
nearly one-quarter (24%) felt the district played a role and 11% indicated 
students played a part in determining priorities. 
Research Question 2.4. To what extent do principals and teachers 
agree about the initiators and determinators of school priorities? 
Major Findings. Principals tended to identify teachers, the district, 
parents and students as playing a role in determining priorities to a greater 
extent than the teachers in each category. Sixty percent more principals than 
teachers identified teachers as participants; 12% more principals than teachers 
identified the district as participants; 48% more principals than teachers 
identified parents as participants; 16% more principals than teachers identified 
students as participants. The principals perceive the priority identification 
process as being more collective than they do the teachers. 
Research Question 2.5. What is the extent of teacher involvement in 
the determination process? 
Major Findings. Principals in eight of the eleven sample schools 
believed teachers were "very involved" in the determination process. The 
remaining principals felt teachers were "moderately involved". Forty-five 
percent of teachers indicated they believed teachers were 'Very involved", 50% 
felt "moderately involved", and 5% believed teachers were "not involved" in 
processes to determine priorities. 
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Research Question 2.6. To what extent do principals and teachers 
agree about the degree of teacher involvement in the determination process? 
Major Findings. While all the principals and 90% of teachers believed 
teachers were involved in the determination process, teachers’ perceptions of 
the extent of their involvement differed from the principals in six schools. 
Seventy-three percent of principals believed teachers were "very involved" in 
determining the school’s priorities for education improvement; 27% believed 
teachers were "moderately involved". None of the principals, but 5% of the 
teachers felt teachers were not involved at all in determining priorities. A 
larger number of teachers (50%) than principals (27%) felt teachers were 
moderately involved in procedures used to determine priorities for education 
improvement. 
In the earlier study of priority determination processes in these schools, 
Mkangaza found that teachers were generally not involved in determining 
priorities. With 95% of this study’s teachers expressing the view that they are 
involved, a change has occurred in priority setting processes in the sample 
schools. Schools 02, 03, 06, 08 and 11 appear to determine improvement 
priorities via true consensus. 
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Obiective 3: To describe the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities for school improvement. 
Research Question 3.1. What is the degree of teacher satisfaction with 
the process for determining priorities? 
Major Findings. More teachers expressed satisfaction with processes 
used to initiate priorities than with processes in place to determine 
improvement priorities. Ninety-six percent of teachers expressed satisfaction 
with the process used to initiate improvement priorities. Thirty-eight percent of 
teachers were "very satisfied", 40% were "somewhat satisfied", 17% were 
"satisfied". Twenty-two percent less (73%) were in the "very satisfied" to 
"satisfied" range in response to questions concerning degrees of satisfaction 
with processes used to determine improvement priorities. Twenty-two percent 
were "somewhat dissatisfied" and 5% were "dissatisfied"; 20% were "satisfied", 
24% "somewhat satisfied", and 29% were "very satisfied" with processes used 
to determine priorities for school improvement. 
Research Question 3.2. To what extent do teachers wish to be 
involved in the process for determining priorities? 
Major Findings. Ninety-seven percent of teachers want to be involved 
in priority determination processes; 61% want to be 'Very involved" and 36% 
wish to be “moderately" involved. Only 3% expressed the opinion that they 
did not wish to be involved in the determination process. 
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Conclusion and Implications 
The findings lead to conclusions relating to priorities for school 
improvement, processes used to identify priorities, and degrees of teacher 
satisfaction with these processes. The conclusions then suggest implications 
of the study. 
Conclusions 
1. Priority Identification. The findings of this study suggest principals 
in the eleven core schools of the Coalition for School Improvement articulate 
areas in need of increased student learning at a much higher rate (40.8%) 
than they did four years ago (3.2%). Teachers, those closest to the learners, 
identified priorities in terms of student learning only 10% of the time 
describing priorities instead in terms of curriculum and staff development 
needs. In 73% of the sample schools teachers did not identify any priorities 
in terms of the learner. 
2. Processes Determining Priorities. The findings suggest the 
determination processes in the sample schools may be viewed as evolving 
from the primarily hierarchical processes identified by Mkangaza four years 
ago to the more collaborative processes identified in this study by both 
principals and teachers. Mkangaza also noted that while teacher input was a 
factor in determining priorities in the earlier study, the principal basically 
decided the priorities based on personal observation of needs of the school. 
This study finds teacher involvement in determining priorities a genuine factor 
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in the process in all eleven schools although the extent of involvement varies 
from school to school. The process to determine priorities in five of the 
eleven schools are decided democratically with input from teachers a major 
factor in five of the six remaining schools. 
3. Degree of Teacher Satisfaction. Teachers are basically satisfied 
with both the initiation and determination processes resulting in identification 
of school improvement priorities. However, while only 4% expressed 
dissatisfaction with the initiation process, 27% expressed dissatisfaction with 
process employed to determine school priorities. 
Implications 
If it is the mission of American schools to prepare all students to 
become knowledgeable and participatory members of our democratic society, 
it is the mission of departments of education to prepare teachers and 
principals in such a way as to enable them to assist all students to reach their 
maximum potential. Three implications emerge from this study’s findings. 
They relate to teacher education, the preparation of principals, and 
school/university partnerships. 
1. Implications for Teacher Education. One implication emerging 
from this study relates to teacher education. First, prospective teachers need 
to be taught to articulate concerns which if addressed would result in 
increased student learning. Teachers in the study tended not to clearly 
identify or define problems needing improvement. They did not describe 
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improvement priorities in terms of the ends (the students) but rather 
expressed priorities in terms of the means (staff development/program 
changes). Second, as teachers participate more in making major decisions 
with administrators in a collaborative manner, teachers also need to be taught 
and have practice in participatory management. A course in organizational 
behavior with emphasis upon the change process would prepare future 
teachers to gain understandings of the change process in general and the 
change process in schools in particular. Third, teacher preparation programs 
ought to include material on the history of education reform in America so 
prospective members of the profession develop a global sense of past reform 
efforts in order to better understand current improvement attempts and 
participate knowledgeably in education renewal in their own schools. 
2. Implications for the Preparation of Principals. Principal preparation 
programs need to be cognizant of the role the principal plays in promoting 
student learning in the individual school. In order to lead the school in ways 
that will increase student outcomes the education of prospective principals 
might include the type of studies suggested for prospective teachers, i.e., 
organizational behaviors, the change process, the history of American 
education reform. Specifically, principals need to be trained in goal setting 
and goal articulation. Principals ought to know how to identify and describe 
problems in such a way as to effect improvement in student learning. 
Schools need to have a sense of common mission and a belief the school 
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community is progressing towards that mission. Further, principals need to 
be trained to build consensus and need to be trained to be aware and 
respectful of the sensitivities and sentiments of teachers and students and 
parents. This study found that principals perceived the processes they 
employed to initiate and determine improvement priorities as being far more 
inclusive of the school community than did teachers. 
3. Implications for School/Universitv Partnerships. There are 
implications emerging from this study that relate to the role of 
school/university partnerships in fostering education renewal. The Coalition for 
School Improvement, established in 1985, is working collegially to foster 
educational improvement. Workshops, seminars, and courses offered since 
the inception of the Coalition emphasize problem identification and problem 
solving at the single school level. Professors and graduate students work 
with individual school principals and faculties to collectively identify ways to 
increase student learning. Teachers come to the university to work 
collaboratively with professors on school renewal proposals; some teachers 
and professors co-author journal articles and books and then co-present 
findings at major professional meetings. The relationship among partners, 
university and school, remains one of equals. Teachers and principals 
working with the coalition are encouraged to think about school improvement 
in school specific terms. They are exposed to current research findings on 
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how best to improve schooling and they are encouraged to use their schools 
as models for the one-school-at-a-time approach to school renewal. 
This study’s findings suggest principals in the core schools of the 
coalition for school improvement identified improvement priorities in terms of 
student learning at a far greater rate than principals did five years ago. The 
findings also suggest principals employed democratic procedures to initiate 
and determine improvement priorities to a greater extent than they did five 
years ago. It is impossible to attribute these changes to any one variable. 
Each school is a different entity than it was in any other year. Did 
membership in the Coalition for School Improvement play a role in these 
changes? 
Mkangaza (1987) recommended his study provide the baseline data, 
the Coalition for School Improvement the intervention, and, the findings of a 
new study on principal priority identification and determination procedures as 
the post treatment data. While it is not possible to claim the intervention of 
the coalition was the only variable one can attribute to the changes in 
principal behaviors, the data suggests the intervention of the Coalition for 
School Improvement was a factor in assisting principals to think differently 
about determining school improvement priorities. The implication is that a 
school/university partnership may be a positive factor in education renewal. 
i 
Recommendations 
Three recommendations for further study emerge from this research. 
The recommendations pertain to expansion of findings of the present study 
and two recommendations for further study. 
1. Recommendations for Expanding Findings of the Present Study. A 
similar study of improvement priorities, the processes to determine priorities 
and degrees of teachers satisfaction with the processes in schools not 
affiliated with a school/university partnership would assist the research to 
determine more accurately the role a school/university partnership may play in 
working with schools to identify and determine priorities. 
2. Recommendations for Further Study. Two recommendations for further 
study emerge from the findings. 
The Role of the Principal in Determining Priorities. Further study of how 
principals’s actually determine priorities from among a plethora of constituent 
demands and interests would contribute to the literature on principal 
behaviors. 
Teacher Priority Identification. The failure of teachers to clearly 
articulate school-wide priorities in terms of the student but rather in terms of 
program and staff development in an interesting finding worthy of further 
investigation. 
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Closure 
The purpose of this study was to describe identified improvement 
priorities, the processes used to determine priorities, and the degree of 
teacher satisfaction with the priorities in the eleven core schools of the 
school/university partnership, the Coalition for School Improvement. 
The study reveals that teachers tended to describe improvement 
priorities more in terms of curriculum and staff development than in terms of 
student achievement or the development of competencies leading to 
increased learning. This is a troubling finding as it suggests that teachers 
may be viewing school-wide improvement from a programmatic rather than a 
child-centered perspective. 
On a more positive note, the study suggests that many of the eleven 
schools - each in its own way, and each at its own pace - appear to be 
moving towards a more democratic process to determine improvement 
priorities. The positive manner in which teachers describe their degree of 
satisfaction with their involvement in the process indicates they feel a vital part 
of the priority initiation and determination process. The literature on change in 
schools emphasizes the importance of collaborative decision-making in the 
initial change stage - initiation, if the proposed reform is to be implemented. 
The issue of priority determination is one that must be addressed by 
school reformers. Identification of improvement priorities is the first step 
towards school renewal for a school must decide what ought to improve 
before improvement can occur. The determination of priorities to address 
learning problems of students is an immediate step that can be taken to 
make schools even more adequate to their task of preparing children and 
youths for constructive participation in their democracy. The opportunity to 
obtain quality education must be made available to all young people on equal 
terms. If some youngsters are not being well served by our schools while 
others thrive, it is not enough to suggest that we are accomplishing our 
priorities because a few are excelling. It must be remembered that the school 
and its curriculum is the instrument that society has placed at our disposal for 
insuring that all students of all families gain equal access to learning and 
indeed receive quality education. This is the mission of public education in a 
democratic society. This is the challenge that forward looking educators must 
face when they set priorities for school renewal. 
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APPENDIX A: LETTER TO PRINCIPALS 
LETTER TO PRINCIPALS 
September 1, 1989 
Dear (Principal): 
By way of introduction, I’ve been associated with Bob Sinclair and the Coalition for 
School Improvement since its inception five years ago as a doctoral candidate, 
director of the now defunct North Adams State College Collaborative Projects and in 
my present position as a classroom teacher/department chair at Lenox Memorial 
High School. I’m also a newly selected Danforth Scholar. My dissertation proposal 
has been accepted (Bob’s the chair of my committee) and it will involve my working 
with the eleven core Coalition Schools. Entitled "Establishing Education 
Improvement Priorities at the Single School Level", I’ll be interviewing the principal of 
each school, and submitting questionnaires to a random sample of the teachers in 
each school. 
The purposes of the study are threefold: (a) To discover what teachers and 
principals believe to be improvement priorities at the single school level; (b) to 
investigate how teachers and principals determine priorities for educational 
improvement; and (c) to assess the degree of teacher satisfaction towards the 
process for determining priorities. 
Further, the study will extend the work of Claudius Mkangaza who in 1984, the first 
year of'the Coalition, investigated principals’ perceptions of priorities for school 
improvement and procedures used to decide priorities. I expect the study to provide 
new information relative both to the nature of the improvement priorities and the 
processes employed to identify the priorities in these same school five years later. 
I will be phoning you the week after school begins to arrange an interview time. 
When I do visit, I would also appreciate receiving a list of your faculty so I can do 
my random selection and get the questionnaire to them. I’ve been a classroom 
teacher for a couple of decades (plus a few years) and want to assure you that I am 
very sensitive to the problem of external demands upon teachers and principals and 
^mise you I will meet with you and the teachers at your convenience and keep 
those interviews short! 
Thank you in advance for your assistance and I’ll be speaking with you soon 
Sincerely, 
Ann Klein 
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APPENDIX B: COALITION FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
FOR THE 1988-89 SCHOOL YEAR 
COALITION FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
FOR THE 1988-89 SCHOOL YEAR 
A. o To create learning environments for increasing learning of marginal 
students. 
o To increase teachers knowledge about different learning styles of students, 
o To improve writing and study skills of students. 
B. o To improve students’ writing and oral communication skills. 
o To provide a "risk free" environment to foster students’ creativity and self- 
confidence. 
o To integrate word processing into the writing program as a means of 
increasing student success with written language. 
C. o To increase student learning through constructive problem-solving and 
conflict resolution. 
o To increase teacher involvement in making the school even more effective. 
o To increase student learning by implementing a variety of effective and 
appropriate teaching strategies. 
D. o To continue raising students’ self-esteem. 
o To increase parent involvement in student learning, 
o to improve children’s ability to communicate through writing. 
E. o To implement current research on Thinking Skills into the K-12 instructional 
program for more effective student learning. 
o To increase the involvement of parents, teachers, administrators, and 
students in creating learning environments that serve all students. 
o To develop a plan to bring about positive changes in student behavior and 
attitudes towards learning. 
180 
F. o To explore the integration of whole language teaching with existing 
language arts curricula in an effort to see if it better meets the needs of all 
students. 
o To explore ways to better meet the wide range of student ability levels in 
the classroom. 
G. o To increase students’ writing skills. 
o To increase students’ understanding of the multicultural aspect of our 
school family. 
o to increase student learning through a department organizational setting. 
H. o To increase student learning by building an environment in which students 
and staff respect and value each others’ contributions to the school 
community. 
o To increase student knowledge of the physical environment and the ways it 
is affected by seasonal change. 
o To provide opportunities for students to maintain their use of writing as an 
important means of communication. 
I o To develop effective grouping strategies to increase student learning, 
o To increase student learning through cooperative teaching, 
o To enrich student learning through the arts. 
j. o To increase students’ communication skills by involving teachers and 
students in the whole language process. 
o To increase student learning through peer coaching and enhanced teacher- 
student interaction. 
K. o 
o increase students' basic skills through the implementation of our 
uilding improvement plan. 
o provide improved coordination of remedial rservices ^for students who 
iave failed one or more areas on the basic skills tests. 
■o increase students’ knowledge of environmental science. 
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L. o To develop teaching exchanges with Coalition schools in order to share 
instructional techniques for increasing student learning. 
o To increase students' writing skills across the curriculum in grades 9-12. 
o To increase student learning through participation in a peer assistance 
program. 
o To increase student learning through participation in the industrial arts 
program. 
M. o To increase reading and writing skills of marginal students. 
o To develop effective grouping strategies to enhance student learning. 
N. o To increase the number of students achieving mastery level in the basic 
skills. 
o To reduce the average daily absenteeism of student sin grades K-5 by 
50%. 
o To create a positive environment for student learning through the 
collaborative effort of the home, school and community. 
o To increase students' success in learning so they gain confidence in 
approaching new tasks. 
O o To develop strategies for meeting the educational needs of fifth and 
seventh grade marginal students. 
p. o To continue our effort to increase academic achievement of 9th grade 
marginal students. 
o To meet the learning needs of marginal students through improved in-class 
instruction. 
Q. o To continue our work in language arts focusing on. 
a rrnc^-orade and intra-school communication. 
b. discussion of curriculum work completed to date and its dissemination 
to teachers. 
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c. development of evaluation tools to ensure that desired outcomes for 
student learning are being met. 
d. discussion of including handwriting and public speaking within the 
school’s curriculum. 
To examine ways teachers can develop students’ self-esteem and foster 
positive attitudes towards one another that will result in better working 
relationships and increased student learning. 
To continue the exploration of new ways to improve student learning. 
To apply shared teaching strategies to all curriculum areas for increased 
student learning. 
To address the culturally insulated nature of our rural school by providing 
new multicultural and multiethnic experiences for students. 
To establish some type of exchange or shared study which would join our 
students with a significantly different student population in a joint 
intellectual pursuit. 
To revise the K-12 Health Ed. Curriculum. 
To evaluate course load, requirements, scheduling and tracking system for 
more effective classroom instruction and increased student learning. 
To incorporate more critical thinking skill sin the K-12 Social Studies 
Program to increase students’ ability to analyze their learning. 
To increase an environment where all students will have the opportunity to 
achieve their academic potential. 
To develop a sense of community within the school for increased student 
learning. 
To improve the emotional and learning climate of the school by 
emphasizing the value of cooperative behavior. 
To explore alternate teaching strategies thru peer workshops obsen/atton, 
and site visits in order to meet the diverse learning styles of mdi/.dual 
studen-s. 
APPENDIX C: SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS 
CODE # 
1. Name of School_ 
Address_ 
Telephone_ 
2. Grades- 
3. Total student enrollment_ 
4. Distribution of student by grade: 
grade enrollment 
6. 
7. 
8. 
Number of teachers in the school - 
Approximately what % of teachers are: 
Black_ Hispanic- 
Approximately what % of students are. 
Black_ Hispanic- 
Asian 
Asian 
White 
White 
APPENDIX D: PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE: IDENTIFIED IMPROVEMENT 
PRIORITIES 1989-1990 ACADEMIC YEAR 
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IDENTIFIED IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
Code # 
1989-1990 ACADEMIC YEAR 
Name of School Principal_ 
Name of School---— 
1. Last year, you and/or your staff identified priorities for improvement and 
submitted these to the Coalition for School Improvement. 
a. were the priorities attained?_ 
b. were the priorities modified?_ 
c. if yes to "b" how were they modified? 
2. Are the school’s improvement priorities this academic year the same or 
different from last year? 
Same_ Different- 
3. What are the improvement priorities for this academic year? 
a. --- 
 
APPENDIX E: PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE: PROCEDURES FOR 
IDENTIFYING IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
1S3 
CODE # 
PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFYING IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 
Name of Principal_ 
Name of School_ 
Interview Date__Time _ 
I. How was data concerning the determination of school improvement 
priorities collected and processed? 
a. did teachers participate? 
Yes_ No_ 
b. what other people or groups were involved in establishing 
education improvement priorities in the school? 
c. Is there a systematic way the school established its priorities over 
the past few years? 
Yes_ No_ 
d. If yes, how were the priorities determined in the past? 
e. How do you plan to identify priorities for your school this year? 
Who are initiators of improvement priorities? 
Who are determinators of improvement priorities? 
To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in the initiation 
process? 
VI*_ Ml_ Nl_ 
To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in the 
determination process? 
VI*_ Ml_ Nl_ 
To what extent do you believe teachers want to be involved in 
determining priorities? 
APPENDIX F: LETTER TO TEACHERS 
49 May Street 
Williamstown, MA 01267 
October 30, 1989 
Dear Faculty Member: 
I am completing my doctoral studies with Bob Sinclair, Director of the Coalition for 
School Improvement. My dissertation is concerned with school improvement at the 
single school level. I’m particularly interested in discovering how schools establish 
improvement priorities and the levels of teacher satisfaction with procedures used to 
collect/process data and finally to determine school improvement goals. My major 
sources of information in this study will be the school principal and a random 
sample of teachers in each of the Coalition for School Improvement’s eleven core 
schools. I’ve already interviewed your principal about the school’s improvement 
priorities, how they were initiated and determined, and perceptions of teachers’ 
degree of involvement in both initiating and determining the priorities. 
The attached questionnaire has been designed to elicit your input on exactly the 
same questions with the addition of questions concerning your level of satisfaction 
with the processes employed to identify school improvement priorities. The 
questionnaire should not take more than ten minutes to complete. As a classroom 
teacher I realize how little ’’free" time you have to do such things as filling out a 
questionnaire! However, your input is extremely valuable and will contribute to the 
body of research about meaningful ways to improve our schools. 
Please complete the questionnaire without discussing it with your colleagues as this 
could confound the results. Only 30% of the faculty of your school (the random 
sample) was sent this survey instrument. Your participation in this study is 
anonymous as only I know your code number. The outcome of the study will be 
shared with your principal who has expressed interest in the results of the study. 
Teacher responses will be given anonymously with responses presented in terms of 
the totality of answers without regard for grade level or any other variable that might 
identify you. When you have completed the form, please insert it in the envelope 
and mail it to me. I would greatly appreciate its return by November 10. Thank you 
so much for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Ann Klein 
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APPENDIX G: TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SCHOOL CODE 11 TEACHER CODE # 11 _ 
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Identifying School Priorities 
A. Last year, your school identified the following school improvement 
priorities and submitted them to the Coalition for School Improvement. 
1. To create learning environments for increased learning of marginal 
students. 
a. we re you aware this was a school priority? 
Yes_ 
No 
b. was the priority attained? 
Yes_ 
No 
c. is this priority also an improvement priority for this academic year 
(1989-1990)? 
Yes_ 
No _ 
2. To improve writing and study skills of students. 
a. were you aware this was a school priority? 
Yes_ 
No 
b. was the priority attained? 
Yes_ 
No _ 
c. is this priority also an improvement priority for this academic year 
(1989-1990) 
Yes 
No 
B. Please list any school improvement priorities for this 1989-1990 
academic year that are different from that submitted last year to the 
Coalition. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
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II. Procedures for Establishing Improvement Priorities 
A. How was data concerning the determination of improvement priorities 
collected and processed? 
1. did teachers participate? Yes_ No_ 
2. did parents participate? Yes_ No_ 
3. did the district or central office participate? Yes_ No_ 
4. did students participate? Yes_ No_ 
5. did a school priority setting committee participate? Yes_No 
B. Does the school have a systematic way to establish improvement 
priorities? Yes_ No_ 
If yes, please briefly explain: 
C. Who determines what the school’s improvement priorities ought to be? 
1. school administrators? Yes_ No 
2. teachers? Yes_ No 
3. parents? Yes_ No 
4. district/central office? Yes_ No 
5. students? Yes_ No 
6. a priority setting committee? Yes No 
D. To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in suggesting 
priorities for improvement? 
Very involved_ Moderately involved_ Not involved- 
E. To what extent do you believe teachers are involved in determining 
priorities for improvement? 
Very involved_ Moderately involved- Not involved- 
F To what extent do you believe teachers want to be involved in the 
' processes resulting in establishment of school improvement priont.es? 
Very involved_ Moderately involved- Not involved- 
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Degree of Satisfaction with the Process to Establish Priorities 
A. To what degree are you satisfied with the process used to suggest 
improvement priorities? 
Very satisfied _ 
Somewhat satisfied 
Satisfied _ 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied _ 
B. To what degree are you satisfied with the process used to determine 
improvement priorities? 
Very satisfied _ 
Somewhat satisfied _ 
Satisfied _ 
Somewhat dissatisfied _ 
Dissatisfied 
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